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Tb sffte fe'aae'fs ^ had wished‘Bon voyagfe’f<<'6 ytafs 
bstdt^ wteni they ^%ted their expeditioh bn the ocean of 
Bfabthe Shttas by offering VI voltifne containing Sutra and 
Bh'ashya and tfte'frvegloSses of Shri itaghavfehdra on it It 
was part ohc of ttiis great adventure. Now we oifer the 
readers VII volume (part two) of these five glosses. We had 
given a wrong assurance that we would be able to finish the 
present work of five glosses with the VIII volume* Because 
w had not then realised the vastness of the work before fQS< 
We 'ticM flfid 16 our ^great amazement that we slIaK be at)'le 
to finish it-ohly with the X voiume. Butjwe are in no way 
discouraged. As long as our faith in Shri Krishna Is firm 
we need not be dismayed at all. We have entrusted our 
boat to a great Sailor who knows his trade perfectly 
well. We know the ocean is deep and infested with dange¬ 
rous acquaitic animals. Whirlpools make sailing very unsafe* 
The greatest enemies are the hidden rocks. But the great 
light houses built on the shore fore warn us of their exist¬ 
ence and guide us safely through these rocks. This volume 
Vil is the second Light house we meet on our expedition; 
We have received so long great encouragement from the 
readers and we hope that they continue to extend this 
sympathetic help In greater measure till we are out of the 
wood. 



I was born in the year 1897 aod by simple calculation 
I find that in 1978 I complete my 81st year and that too 
on 27th march. In commemoration of my 8Ist birth day I 
offer this present to the readers expecting blessings of 
many such happy returns from them to enable me to 
serve them with this sort of work as I have been doing. 


27th March 1978 \ 

Monday 

Phalguna Vadi Triteeya 
of 

Piogala Samvatsara 


O. S. Joslkl 

Authhor. 



Shri Raghavendra His Life and Works 

Vol VII 

Brahma Sutras with the Gommentary pi Madhva 
and the five glosses of Shri Raghavendra 
Part II 




BHASUyA : 

It was said . in AnandamayadEi Raraiia) that 
Anaudamaya was aRtcia’) not fully knowa- 
ble (3r?5!T)- This (sr^fq-) again “^f^srf^ss 

I (Gods do not 

know him*/who is settled in the cavity of the heart 
of man, who is the creator of *he world, who 
wanders freely on the moon and who is always ‘ 
with us associated with someone who is settled 
inSide'(;3f?rr?T) (iatrm- *tcn^sr%) rules over the world 

he is called the King---.-He joins the seven 

intellect and senses to the objects)and he is known 
to be some r)ne different from Vishnu. Thus 
because sicT?!! is some one different from Vishnu 
so it should notbeconsidered that the unknowable 
(3r|5q-) alone is Anandamaya- ‘ 
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To this (the Sidhanti replies) 

ar^?r5*if<i^5nw—^0 


SUTRA : 

The one that is heard to be inside is Vishnu 
alone. The one that is heard to be inside (is 
Vishnu) for his properties are being narrated 
♦‘one wandering inside the ocean freely; and has 
established the subjects of each sense-the Brahma 
(the four faced) realised.” “Men of wisdom know 
Vishnu in the (milky) ocean. The Brahmas (of 
past and future) pray to Vishnu the abode of 
Mareechies, (for the sake of knowledge). Brah- 
manda is said to be the semen of Vishnu These 
and others are the properties of Vishnu For he 
sleeps on the ocean The Brahmanda is the 
seman of Vishnu “He deeply contemplating and 
desirous of creating his menifold progeny, created 
water first and he ejected his semen in that. It 
became golden egg refulgent with, the lustre of 
thousand sons- The four faced Brahma the grand 
father of the world was born in that wotld (of 
Vishnu) the waters are associated with Nara (’ttu:) 
for they are the children of Nara, Formerly they 
were his abode. Hence he is called Narayana.” 
thus is stated in Vyasa smritii 
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“Formerly there was the self called Naryana 
which was unblamable, lustrous, the actuater of ' 
souls- Then came out chetana prakriti the group 
of souls, and the egg (with Brahma, Vayu and 
Rudra)” so is stated in Chaturveda Shikha. 

SUTRA : 

(Not only the one inside is Vishnu; but he 
is one differnt from Indra and others also. 
Because'the distinguishing properties (of Vishnu) 
are heard- “For he is the in dweller of Indra;” 
“the learned saw him the indweller of Vayu’’ 
“He was freely wandering on the Sun”; 

“The four faced Brahma saw Vishnu seated 
in the hearts of gods” these and others are some 
of the distinguishing qualities (of Hari)- 

BHAVADEEPA : 

Ragbavendra first establishes the thought-tink of th^s 
Adhikarna with that of Pada, Adhyaya, and shastra. 
Samanvaya of words like Indra which connote others than 
Vishnu, in Paramatman is established in this Adhikarna. 
‘Samanvaya'includes this in the Adhyaya ‘in Parmatman’ in 
this Shastra ‘of words like Indra connoting others’ in thj 
Pada. 

in the Shruti means ‘not knowable’ (not wholly 
knowable) and not ‘imperceptible’. For which 
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means mdeseribable is the cause of its unkowability. and it 
cannot be the cause of imperceptibility. 

Thus this Adhikarna is an objection raised on the 
previons Adhikarna. And this Vedic statement cited is an 
objection raised against the previous one. 

Now is said to be ar???! and ststTc^T*! and this 

again is said to be some 3r^:srf^s5. Now who this 
3r?r; srfstcs is should be decided. This is again said to 
be indra or some body else; and not. Vishnu Hence 
who is said to be STf is some one other than Vishnu and 
hence also the one to be enquired is not Vishnu 

but some one else. 

Of course this conclusion is arrived at when one does not 
make a distinction that Shruti by its inherent nature is 
stronger than mere Linga as an indicator of purport. And 
Lioea having no scope of other interpretation is stronger than 
mere Shruti. Or the Purva Paksha is based on the decision 
of the relative strength of these marks of interpretation. 
The mark of the sun is stronger than the mark of Vishnu. 
On the strength of other Vedic Statements mere Lingas of 
Vishnu are overridden by Linga aided by shruti in the case 
of the sun and others. This is made clear in Nyayavivarana. 


Shruti regarding Indra by its native merit and by virtue 
of repetition, and the Linga indicating Surya|aVouned by 
Savitru Shruti are powerful. You need iiQbobject that 
Brahma Shruti must indicate Vishnu, T^br clearly in 
Brahma supplies the subject needed by. 
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the verb and Brahma is in the Nomenative case. 

Hence Brahma means four faced Brahma and not Vishnu. 

Any how it is not possible for Purva Pakshies to decide 
the relative superiority of Instruments that decide in favour 
of lodra and others, So it cannot be stressed that he is 
Indra alone (and none else) yet it can be decisively proved 
that here one other than Vishnu and never Vishnu is meant, 

Shidhanti boldly contradicts-it. In the word 

^ is there referring to Vishnu. This ^ is imported to 
every Adhikarana and hence this is and he is 

Vishnu only or Raghavendra gives us hints to 

interpret Shruti. when shruti is equivocal, unambiguous 
Linga which cannot be dispensed with otherwise (3T»T'2iqT 
% 5 ) should decide the case. 

As the marks of interpretation on both sides are 
equally strong it is very difficult to decide who is 
Therefore the best way to reconcile these two conflicting 
sides is to accept identity of both Indra and* Vishnu, 

Still Vishnu cannot be denied the attribute of 
But this contention is not fair. For as propounded in 
Sudha the attributes of the unconditined are agreeably 
found in the conditined and hence Indra and others are 
and not Vishnu. 

To this Sidhanti rejoins that Vishnu is not only sfstW 
but he is also different from Indra and others 
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' As told before here> m every Adhikarana ^ is to be 
imported from Sarnanvaya Sutra- This means Vishnu 
alone is and this agrees with 'the statement in 

' Bhashja. This results in part that by the process of 
. Mahayoga and Vidvad Rudhi Tat (d’rT) means primarily 
Harit This is the main object of our treatise* Otherwise 
according to the rule stated in if primary 

connotation is accepted in respect of 'other referents also, 

; then the statements in every Adhikarna like what is stated is 
only Hari, would be preposterous* 

An objection is raised that Vishnu is not the only chief 
primary meaning, by the process of Mahayoga and Vidvad 
Rudhi of all the words in the special Vedic statements cited 
here. But Vishnu is said to be the only meaning in order 
to avoid the alternative meaning to Vishnu in the special 
citation from Veda. But this is not reasonable; because 
in the special Vedic citation by the law of extension all 
words referring to gods are shown to mean primarily 
Vishnu. This extension is exclu.sively with reference to 
Vishnu, Because the cause of application that is inherent 
in the word (STWfrfrffiT^) is amply fulfilled in Vishnu by 
the chief primary connotation while it is poorly fulfilled in 
other things and hence they are nominally called by thoiff 
words. 

Rudhi or convention is of t-vo kinds- One is tbe 
convention of the learned and another is that of the ignorant 
layman. And even derivation of the wise (Mahayoga) 
*5 of two kinds- This cau.se of application of the word 
abundantly fulfilled is one. And other is mastery 
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■over the cause of application of others. This is called 
freedom on account of the unrestricted control over th* 
cause of application- 

By the very rule of the chief and Secondary, the chief 
is recognised and the words Brahma, Rudra and Indra do 
prinarily connote Vishnu. Then where was the necessity of 
showing the attribute and prove that every word primarily 
means Vishnu ? We do accept this charge. We only 
contend that the process through the knowlege of attributes 
is accepled in order to make clear the meaning of the wprd. 
That words have no chief connotational refernce to atiy 
but Vishnu is shown in though a word ha* 

inherent power of reference to Vishnu and others, the chief 
cannotational reference is warranted by marks of interpreta- 
tion like Abhyasa and others. 

In order to prove the univeral applicability of the Sutra, 
the discussion is rounded up with the declaration of the 
result. It is stated in Nyaya Vivarana that words of material 
significance and those having the meaning of the spirit are 
treated in the coming Adhikaranas and they are shown 
to apply to Vishnu in the highest sense. Similarly words 
signifying other gods apply to Vishnu following the inherent 
power of connotation of those words. This is stated in 
third Adhyaya of Anubhashya. 

Here application of words to Vishnu is shown through 
Specific attributes lo Fa :i'i(aie the application of many 

names to Vishnu. Raghavendra explains what Linga 
means here. It is the import of a .sentence containing 


^ : I 
: ; I 

•i 
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3n5r: or in sucb sentences as and 9Tf?r3 

The all pervasive Hari connot be contained in limited 
space-this objection is explained away in 
Hence the irrimanance of Hari In small things 
is shown reasonable. It cannot be otherwise because it lead^ 
to absurdity like this- is not Hari then 3T5?!TtW 

also which is attributed to will be found with sonic 

body else. And then which is found with STTWrW 

will be something other than Vishnu) 

But or difference' between gods and 3r'5T*r?f5T is not 
nonexistent; For this difference is clearly shown between 
agent and object in a sentence. In this very 

context it is stated (inftTTjnTRl*!) that artchl is the imman" 
ent and not the original and essential form. According to 
the direction already shown words like Indra and others 
chiefly connote Vishnu But Where there is contradication 
of this primary sense these words may refer to the 
respective gods. Thus in and other vedic statements 

Indra and others may mean popularly known Indra and 
others. Therefore also the difference is not nonexistent. 

Here some body objects that the shruti quoted 
*31^: does not show primarily and therefq0: 

it is not a good instance. Besides the two sutras dn| 
proving and another treat two subjects whidft 

are not interdependent, and lead to disunity of composition* 
That there is unity of composition in the two sutras is 
shown by the use of ^ in the second Sutra and this will 
have no propriety of use. 




This objection is refuted by t’ e statement that the 
yedic hymn is taken from and not from 

'JT' trqlfcr^TfSctf’ of as the objector has cited. There 
is not subordinately stated* And hence both the 
sutras treat subjects which naturally develop into a unity. 
The propriety of the use of is justified by construing 
both the sutras as ‘not only Vishnu is but he is also 
' different. Only the cause of development is different. 

NAYAA MUKTAVALI: 

Raghaveadra in Nyaya Muktavali offers 
gist of logical arguments of these two sutras, in 
a closely knit dialectical statement, following the 
the four steps of presentation, along with the 
thought link from the previous Adhikaiana- 

Anandamaya is associated with araw which 
is found connected with some This sfgf'ir is 
not Vishnu and hence Anandamaya also is not 
Vishnu. Thus this Adhikarana provides an 
objection raised against the previous Adhikarana. 

In Taittareaya is heard with Now 

a doubt arises whether this is Vishnu or 
some Indra or other god. The opposer’s view is 
that is Indra according to istTrsii and other 
shruties* In we find the sun is referred to; 

and many other shruties show that is Varuna 
or Twashtri- No doubt or invisibility and 






others are the invariable marks of Vishnu, heard 
with yet the names of Indra and his marks 
warranted by shruti and convention set aside the 
marks of Vishnu. 

No doubt the marks of Vishnu are many* 
yet shruti has native superiority of connotation 
and denotes Indra- Again if the marks'of Vishnu 
are also endowed with Superiority of connotation, 
then let both the evidences warrant both Vishnu 
and Indra and others as sr??er. So the only way 
that these two contradictory statements, to 
remain valid, is to imply that Vishnu and other 
gods are indentical- Even then the marks of Vishnu 
refer to unconditioned original form of Vishhu 
while Indra and others are conditioned forms and 
thus unreally different Indra and others are afcn*!r; 

Refuting this objection side the shidhanta 
argues that is said to reside in the ocean 

and to be the seed growing into Brahmanda, in 
the shruti These are the sure marks 

of Brahma which according to shruties quoted in 
Bhashya have no other reference but Vishnu* 
Again shruties like and others in this very 

context clearly prove that or is different 
from Indra. So identity between Indra and 
is not tenable. Besides Indra an» such other 
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words are applicable to Vi'hnu, the cause of 
applicability namely wealth being found in unli"^^ 
mited quantity in Vishnu alone; and the wealth 
of others being under his coutrol The marks 
of other gods also by the mode of high derivation, 
by the authority of veda and by the convention 
of the wise, according to the rule of shastra- 
drishtya may be found in Vishnu also- Hence 
3far<ii is Vishnu. As regerds the result of objection 
and reply they are stated as before- 

TANTRA DEEPIKA : 

Raghavendra in Tantradeepika explains sutra 
on the basis of its construction- In this Adhi- 
karana all words which are the names of gods 
are shown applicable to Vishnu through the 
mark of Supply to complete the 

sentence. At the end >sr^rtjr should be read- In 

U > 

Taittareaya there is heard this ar^r: ^^rfis 
is Brahma only; and not Indra and others- For 
residing in the ocean and being the seed of 
Brahraanda, the attributes of Brahma are heard 
in shruti ar^r Here sutra really ends with 
But era; is taken up to show the invariability of 
the allribates of Brahma We must construe it thus 
ricT- But on the strength of shruti and Linga, 
in the shruti devoted to Indra, having the 
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marks of Indra, is also India and is identical 


with Brahman who is 


Therefore it is said ^ conjoins 

the previous argument with this argument Here 
also or that is understord. As it is relevent to 
read with should be 

construed with it. So the whole shruti means that 
Vishnu, the meaning of rr? or that, is said to be 
not only in shruti; But he is also different 
from Indra and others- The reason is that Vishnu 
is said to be immanent in Indra and others in 
shruties like and others. But 

as a coordinate of it should be and » ot 
3F«r; as used in the sutra. This use of masculine 
is justified on the ground that 3rr?iTT is used in,the 
shruti and arrfiq-f is masculine. 


TATTVA MANJART : 

Raghavandra presents the cogency of argu¬ 
ment involved in the sutra- Vishnu is said to be 
Purnananda who is said to be This 
or invisibility is said to belong to some 
(inmate) who on his part is finally declared to be 
Indra in unambiguous terms- This long soritee 
conclusively proves going in the reverse order that 
Indra is Antastha and hence he is Adhrishya- Being 
Adrishya he is Anandamaya- So Indra is Ana- 
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ndamaya and Vishnu is not. This is the argument 
of the opposer or purvapakshi- 

Hence the sutra proves that Vishnu alone is 
Antastha- In Anubhashya the gist of argument 
involved in this Adhikarana is summed up by 
the word 3f?rT: which means and is derived 

from the root along with the preposi¬ 

tion as prefix and the termination ^ as the 
suffix and it means Tndweller’ or inmate or as in 
arnfl^T amvr, afar means This Inmate in 
and is Vishnu alone and none else* From 
this it is concluded that all words referring to gods 
like Indra and others that are famous names of 
other than Vishnu by convention in secular 
parlance connote Vishnu alone* As Vishnu is 
immanent in these gods, Vishnu is connoted by 
their names. 

Why should this arbitraryreference to Vishnu 
be accepted ? Because the inherent quali¬ 
ties (^r^irnrc^ae) like ‘in dweller of the ocean’ or 
‘the primordial seed of Brahmanda’ in those 
words have unequivocal reference to Vishnu- The 
universality of their meanings is not compatible 
with the limited nature of these gods. Hence 

is Vishnu. 

But Indra and other words have exclusive 
reference to India and other gods in Indra 
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hymns; while Vishnu also is exclusively referred 
to in other shruties* Thus the only way open to 
reconciliation of these contradictory statemants 
of shruti is to conceive identity of Indra and other 
gods with Vishnu, 

This is a hopeless mess of confusion in rea¬ 
soning* Because Vishnu is indweller of these 
gods being distinctly different from them and not 
identical with them For all of them 

are tror subordinate to Vishnu and He is the, 
undisputed monarch of all- To give this mean¬ 
ing should be construed with which means 

or different as cited in Amara 
No doubt is neuter in this meaning yet 
it is used here in meseuline on the shrength of 
shruties like Hence instead of afa’W 

the word af^rt is used to include the meaning of 
which is referred to in 

No doubt Indra and other words primarily 
denote by convention and connote by derivation 
Indra and other gods; yet the cause of application 
of, those words finds full satisfaction only with 
reference to Vishnu, as Vishnu possesses those 
qualities in unlimited quantity. This fact enforces 
the subordination of Indra and others to Vishnu* 
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Iflndra and other words mean Indra and 
other gods primarily, they mean Vishnu in the 
highest primary sense of the learned- This conven* 
tion of the learned entirely depends upon 

derivation as stated in Veda, 

A doubt again is raised- How can Vishnu : 
the all pervasive be contained in small things like 
Indra and others ? This is a physical truth that; 
a big thing connot be contained in a small thing- 
But even physically thebig Akasha is found conta¬ 
ined in small things like pot, house and others. 
So Vishnu, yet more truly is found dwelling in 
small things as he is not physical but subtle. The 
all pervasive can be in small things but the 
converse is not true as the small thing cannot be 
found in all pervasive things 

PR AKASHA : 

At the beginning of Anandamayadhikama, 
the Puryaparkshin contends that assf^rr^r is not 
Vishnu, Anandamaya also is not Vishnu. Ragha- 
vendra in his prakasha raises an objection to the > 
argument of the purvapakshin It is not reason 
able to argue that Anandamaya is not Vishnu 
because is not Vishnu- There is clear reason 
to disprove that is Vishnu; because there is 
special reason in the form of Indra hymn and 
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the invariable marks- But in the case of Ananda* 
maya there is no such special reason to disprove 
Anandamaya being Vishnu- Hence Anandamaya 
is Vishnu according to the reasoning adduced by 
the sidhanti- And cannot be put forth as 
a spacial reason for Anandamaya being some 
one different from Vishnu. For agrees with 
being Vishnu or being non-Vishnu* Besides 
relying only on the mark or Linga we connot 
confute the statement of being Vishnu that is 
based on Linga and Shruti. On the contrary on 
the strength of which is known as the 

mark of Vishnu 3f?rr?r: itself shall have to be 
Vishnu. 

You should not argue that when 3fd?«rc^is 
known to belong to Indra, in the form of 

(Placed in the cavity) is euloguised to ' 
belong to artJRW in the sutra and 

there also is other (than Vishnu) according 
to the rule to be quoted- For he also is lib(e to 
be affected with the same defects. 

All this argument becomes null and void 
when we know that is not mere invisibility 

but it is positive and unparalleled or unequalled 
abundance or richness which cannot be shared 
by a second. Hencp this is single and unri- 
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vailed- Hence opposition side argues that this 
distinguished owner of riches is known to be 
other than Vishnu; because issjFrr by convention 
is known to belong to the other who is known 
to be and its mark characterises and 

hence he is also other- The word Brahma and 
others are some how to be made to refer to Indra> 
and others. Therefore the rule of non difference 
between part and whole need not be forced into 
service here- 

: This cannot be argued otherwise. For the 

Shruti and Linga which favour Indra are 
coventionally fixed in others, have no access to 
Vishnu; and mere Linga cannot contradict a host 
of nonapplicable (else where) evidences. 

Besides Indira and others being identical with 
Vishnu, those that connoteVishnu cannot be 1 oiiud 
in conditioned Indra and those that connote 
Indra cannot be found in unconditioned Vishnu, 
we shall have to take feecourse to imaginary and 
unreal difference- Then if afcrr?? is other than 
Vishnu Anandamaya also is different from Vishnu- 
Such, an objection can be raised. Hence the 
aforesaid Bheda Vyapadesha also is strongly 

objected to- 

objection-raising, connective link with the - 
previous thought is to be justified. The v.'hole i 
discussion at last melts down to whether the mark 
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of ‘sleaping in the ocean’ should be induced to 
follow India shruti or the converse of it would 
follow- Then arises the question whether Shruti is 
Niravakasha and Linga or Mark is savakasha or 
other wise- Again in the case when Linga is Nirava¬ 
kasha, whether decisive superiority belongs to the 
element of Niravakashatwa (Non-applicability to 
others) or to the inborn merit of Shruti- The 
decision of these will lead to settle whether Anta* 
stha is Vishnu or India and others. If of the two' 
siipositions one is to be led according to the 
requirements of others then there is 
the two form one idea, one being the result of the 
other. Other wise the two suppositions stand side 
by side being joined togeher by the copulative 
conjunction or and- 

Alter showing the sangati the Purvapaksha 
is taken up for review. The Purvapaksha based: 
on the principle of identity is presented. Antastha 
is indra, Agni, Brahaspati, surya and Varuna. For 
shruti propounds to that effect- The mark or 
Linga is powerless before Shruti- Hence on the 
strength of Shruti a decision is taken- But Shruti 
is equally strong with Brahaspati and all- HenCe 
one like Indra cannot be settled as superior 
to all. 



Suppose we take recourse to derivation and settle 
that Brahaspati by derivation refers to Indra* 
then in the same way by derivation Indra Shrutj 
can be interpreted to apply to Brahspati. It cannot 
even be settled that Antastha is other thanVishnu. 
For one inside the ocean is a clear 

mark of Vishnu and hence he cannot be other 
than Vishnu. 

Hence every thing is hanging doubtful and' 
nothing is settled exactly. Under these ciscumsta' 
nces One Purvapaksha argues that Indra is repea¬ 
tedly mentioned in different shruties; hence the 
marks of Varuna and Shruti of Brahaspati are 
contradicted* 

But repetition of Indra cannot settle the 
point at issue. For equally well there are repeti¬ 
tions in the case of savitri and Agni But some 
nice distinction is made between these two sets. 
of repetitions. Indra is repeated more times than 
Savitri and others- One should not dare contradict. 
*manyUo spare a few. Besides in the previous;. 
Adhikarna Indra is accepted as the controller of 
Savitri- Here also Indra being superior in rank 
to Savirti, may be accepted as controller of 
Savitri; and hence the word may be accepted 
to mean Indra. Hence Indra exclusively may be 
accepted as Antastha. 
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Now as an alternative the Purvapaksha based 
on identity is presented. First this opposijjion 
based on identity, is objected. Accepting differe¬ 
nce it is possible to argue reference to both Vishnu 
and others and that too rightly, hence there is no 

necessity of embracing identity .But is reference 
to both based on Primary connotation or 
Secondary or both ? Primary connotation leading 
to reference to both, causes a split and disunity in 
in a sentence. It is not subordinate connotation;: 
for in some places primary Connotation shall 
have to be accepted. In the third alternative where 

both modes are accepted, is it primary in the case 
of Vishnu and secondary or subordinate in the 
case of others or vice versa ? The first alternative 

is not acceptable. Because in the case of others 
like Indra, convention is accepted. The second 
alternative necessitates the acceptance of Adwaita 
or identity. For though there is reference to 
conditioned Indra and others by primary mode 

still by secondary or subordinate mode uncod- 
itioned Vishnu is referred to. Other wise there 
will be no unity in the Shastras- For Indra and 

others to be indentical with Vishnu evidence of 
presumption is cited- And evidence of Shruti also 
might be cited- 
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The pufvapaksiiee sums up his argument 
that Indra and others only are Anandamaya* 
Therefore it cannot be maintained that they are 
different from Anandamaya-, 

But some hold that when Vishnu is determi¬ 
ned to be Anandamaya by six evidences ydu 
cannot determine him to be other by a mark of 
the other- By the maxim that a small thing is to 
be sacrificed to save a great thing, this mark of 
Linga can very well be set at naught to hold up 
the truth warranted by a multitude of evidences- 
Even the argument that one exclusively applicable 
evidence claiming supernormal strength takes 
away the wind from the sail of multitfarious 
evidences, is of no avail. For shruti and others 
also claim the same type of exclusive applicability 
and supernormal strength- 

At last the opposer is satisfied that there is 
doubt as to who Anandamaya is and taking 
benefit of this doubt he jumps to the conclusion 
that Vishnu cannot be the only Anandamaya- 
Hence Indra and others can be and 

Now begins the argument of Sidhanti- First 
a general rule is quoted in which the relative 
strength of Shruti and Linga is determined. 
Shruti is naturally stronger than Linga- Yet 
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Linga of exclusive application is stronger than 
Shruti having applicability else where. 

Yet in what is Shyena is the 

point at issue. The word by convention means 
*hawk’‘ still it is quoted fsr'reJt an?'# as an 

instance of Similarity- It is a truism to say a 
thing is similar to itself. So in order to avoid 
self comparison, and contextual contradiction 
with the remaining part of a sentence, it must 
also maintain the respectable dignity of a special 
injunction- Therefore shyena should mean a 
Sacrifice of that name* In the same manner even 
th lugh Shruti is naturally powerful when referr. 
ing to Indra, Linga favoured by the remaining 
part has strengh of being unutilised elsewhere, 
contradicts Shruti as an exception and it is 
not to its discredit. Now also the same line of 
interpretation should be adopted here- 

But this illustration does not suit the context. 
For as in the illustration in the present topic the; 
distinguishing mark is not characterised by exclu¬ 
sive applicability . To this the rejoinder 

is that residence in the ocean is exclusively appli¬ 
cable to Vishnu and to none else* 

But this line of argument pleads at Ithndra 
Shruti shows that the word Indra 



refers to Vishnu through the primary mode on the 
strength of the convention of the wise. Really 
speaking wealth, the cause of applicability of the 
word Indra is owned independently and to the 
highest extent only by Visnhu- And hence through 
the mode of highest derivation also Vishnu is 
referreted to* It should not be doubted that 
there is identity bet^ een fndra and Vishnu- 
because Vishnu is said to be the 

greatest among gods- Again the names of Vishnp 
cannot refer to Indra and other gods. 

Then a doubt arises: If Indra shruties 
primarily refer to Vishnu through the high mode 
of derivation and the convention of the wise and 
when primary and secondary meanings are avaia- 
lable, the primary to be preferred to secondary- 
Thus Vishnu is proved to be the primary import 
of Indra Struties, and there was no necessity of 
mentioning the mark of exclusive applicability in 
the Sutra- In jutifying this mention of the unique 
mark we admit its redundance; for it is done 
so in Nyayavivarana elucidattion. Or to show 
that there is no exceptional reason to set aside 
the usual acceptance of primary meaning This 
operation of high derivation and wise convention 
begins fmm ^ and is continued uptil 
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now and is construed with 5 

is used in the sense of‘exclusiveness’ and inward¬ 
ness is said to belong to exclusively Vishnu. In 
other references there is only the operation of low 
type of derivation and ignorant convention- This 
implies that the operation of the highest modes 
of interpretation is active only in respect of Vishnu 

Thus the first Sutra in the Adhikarana proves, 
that 3 icr?«i is Vishnu only by its exclusive marks; 
and disproves the contention of the fist Purva 
paksha. The second Purvapaksha will be 
scrutinised in due cousre; but before that the 
third Purvapaksha of indentity is refuted by 
showing the contradiction mentioned in the 
second sutra of the Adhikarana. Now the question 
is whether identity is ■ accepted by the opposer, 
as Shruti and Linga with equal force of applica¬ 
tion set forth both Vishnu and the other with no 
way left for decisive determination, Or to 
reconcile stataments from other shastras* 

Now the first alternative is taken for critical 
review. If in order to maintain the propriety of 
both Shruti and Linga in all their glory of force 
of application to both Vishnu and others, identity 
of Vishnu and Indra is accepted^ then in the 
coming Akashadhikarana there is a Shruti 
in which is supposed to be 



25 


elemental Akasha But on account of the Linga 
the cause of all beings it is decided to be the 
supreme Brahma- This should not be. For here 
also to maintain the force of both Shruti and 
Linga, the identity of both elemental Akasha and 
Para Brahma should have been pleaded- Here 
causality is said to be as accepted by others- 
Another instance from Meemansa is oited where 
also this reduction to absurdity is shown- 

There is a rule in Meemansa that if many, 
are meant for the same purpose, and if they are 
to aid the same thing and if they are prescribed 
independent of each other, then there is option 
between them But in Jyotistioma ‘q?rrJiT|'T^ 
^qfrTss^’ one should worship Garhapatya by 
reciting Shruti devoted to Indra. There as the 
context si the contact of gods and Substances 
having the same purpose of winning a??<s3 
(merit conducive to swarga) they are to be taken 
simultaneously and the repetition is justified. But 
in we find two sentences- 

They are independent of each other and 
JT^r); and they are prescribed to be the materials 
to prepare Purodasha. Their disposal, therefore 
is accepted successively and not simultaneously» 
Then the main is not to be repeated* Even blend- 
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irig of the two is not reasonable as they are 
prescribed independent of each other- Thi® 
necessarily leads to option 

Raghavendra gives the implication of this 
illustration- As either of Shruti and Ling stands 
uncontradicted in order to accept both> if identity 

(between Indra and Vishnu) is taken recourse to* 
then Akasha and Brahma (In 3r!^r5r?af?5r»Ti?r) would 

be identical dispensing with their distinguishing 
characteristics of and and Manti'a 

affording the Linga for Indra and Brahman 
affording Shruti for Garhapatya prove identity of 
both Indra and Garhapatya by the omission of 
and You need not seek contradic¬ 

tion of Shruti by Linga or of Ling by Shruti. Thus 

in order to reconcile two contradictory Statements, 
if this rule of identity is accepted then in the cont¬ 
ext of accepting Vrihi and rejecting Yava, you 
shall have to accept identity of Vrihi and Yaya 
rejecting Vrihitva and Yavatva; and not the 

Meemansa way accepting Vrihi to the rejection of 
Yava or accepting Yava to the rejection of Vrihi- 

This sort of interpretation will lead to the futility 

of the science of interpretation (Meemansa 
Shustra) 

Thus as identity cannot be acceptible the only 
way left to keep the integral unity of the Shastras, 
when we cannot decide the relative strength of 
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Indra and otner gods is to accept that all words 
connote Vishnu by the highest derivation and 
the convention of the wise. This only keeps the 
•unity of the topic in tact. 

But if Hari is the chief connotation of words 
like Indra and others, then take the Shruti 

If Indra in this Shruti means Vishnu 
yon cannot prove Vishnu to be different from 
Indra on the ground that he is stated to be the 
immament Lord of Indra* 

To this objection the reminder is that there 
is an amendment to the universal meaning of 
Vishnu. Where there is contradiction Indra and 
other words mean the respective deities in the 
lower connotatifin. Here the immanent (ari^iTr) 
is different from Indra. Hence it is the minor god 
Indra and not Vishnu 

Then what about the exclusive marks of 
Surya and Varuna like one wheel and others ? 
They also should be attributed to the immanent 
Vishnu on the same lines as dictated in the 
Pranadhikarana at the end of this pada> 

Here another objection is raised. Just as in 
tt:, afsqw caiinot mean Vishnu- For 
the Ablative case clearly shows lower state in 
Avyakta than Para purusha* This contraicdts 



the supremacy in Hari- Still Avyakta is Hari be 
cause in Avyakta refers to in Vishnu 
not as his inherent qualily but as the one over 
which he has control. He is freely the cause of 
in others. Hence the first word in the 
ablative case srsqfcfafTa; is really Vishnu* So also 
here there is Subordinateness in others- But the 
dispenser of this subordinateness is Vishnu* 
Hence here also in Indra being the 

controller of the inferiority in others means 
Vishnu. Hence the word need not renounce its 
chief meaning. Thus in one context there will be 
no other meaning- 

This is seriously objected and keenly refuted-For 
if Avyakta means something other than 

Brahma (Vishnu), then in following ‘arTT^rTff^r 

also there would be no reference to Vishnu. 
Because there is the sure mark of‘Greater than 
Mahat’ if Brabma is not referred to here it will 
not be proper- For there is reference to him who 
is the cause of Mukti Therefore somehow cont¬ 
radiction may be set aside and Avyakta 

might mean Brahma. But here in if Indra 

were to mean something other than Brahma 
there is no contradiction* For from the statement 
we get the cause of the application (the 
attribute of wealth) by applying Indra to Vishnu 
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For this higher application of Indra t6 

Vishnu alone will refute the objection based on 
3T|5zjf^ by the Purva pakshee- 

But in this manner if we proceed in € 1^51 
3rT?*Tnr the word by its application to Vishnu 
gets its attribute established as the cause of 
application, which will not be useful in the 
Samanvaya of in Vishnu in such statements as 

Such an objection is not sound for there is 
special statement that Vishnu is called ^5 (bound) 
because he is the cause of and heis f:^; 
because he is the cause of Such special state.- 
ments facilitate the Samanvaya of in Hari- 
But in the case of there is no such special 

statement* Hence there is (^i«r) or contradiction 
of the Samanvaya of is in Harirand so is means, 
some one other than Hari. 

Or if you so insist there in ?also we 
admit the Samanvaya of is in Vishnu in order to 
prove the applicability of all words 
to Vishnu in the highest connotation* Hence 
Chandrikakar says that the word is has 
reference to the other and he has not said 
reference only to the other* 

Thus Chandrikakar having explained his stand ' 
with reference to the interpretation of the Adhi- 



karana and the Sutrasfin its setting, now shows 
how the interpretation of other is not faithful 
to the original setting of Adhikarana and Sutras- 

The others quote Chandagya first Adhyaya 

-The question 

is who is this Purusha in the orb of the sun- The 
objection side considers him to be a tfansmigra* 
tory soul who has earned great wealth through 
knowledge and activity; and not Paramatma- 
For this indweller is described as having golden 
moustaches and other atributes which are 
incongruant with the nature of Paramatrnan. 
Then Bhamati is quoted to corroborate this 
statement. 

But this runs counter to another statement 
regarding the sun. Where he is described as 
‘immune to sins’ and as ‘the soul of all’- These 
do not fit in with others. ‘ but adjust themselves 
with Paramatrnan who is eternally pure, and who 
being the material cause of all is not different 
from all- Other gods like the sun are said to be ' 
different from all- Hence the indweller is proved 
to be one different from the transmigratory• soul- 

Then the question as to the Conformf§i of 
colour and form with the nature of Paraiiatma 
is explained in two ways- Form and colour-in the 



formless and colourless Paramatman are assumed 
at his own will in his characterised nature for the 
convenience of the aspirant. Or another explana¬ 
tion is that Brahman is the material cause of all 
and those attributes that characterise the effects are 
shown as existing in Brahman. The description 
of an assumed form of Brahma is to lead the 
aspirant from this assumed form to the formless 
whose knowledge is essential for Moksha This is 
the interpretation of the followers of Shankara. 

Now Ramanuja also is taken up for review. 
His objection and rejoinder also are some what 
similar- He also takes the same Upanishadic 
statement and forms the same objection- When 
the itinerary soul assumes the body for the enjoy¬ 
ment of fruits of its own actions it becomes 
eligible to be the indweller of the orb of the sun- 
But the unfailing marks of immunity from sins 
and lotus eyedness show the indweller to be 
Paramatma. The colour of the sun and others 
are in conformity with the immaterial body of the 
Paramatman. Besides there is the mention of 
difference of the soul and Paramatman- 

These two interpretations, on account of the 
incompatibility of the quotation are summarily 
rejected- Our interpretation affords a fine connect- 
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ing link with the previous thought in the form of 
an objection raised against Anandamayadhi* 
karana. This objection is raised on the strength 
of and the reason of difference between 

the two* Now both these interpretations of 
Adwaitin and Ramanuja cannot establish any 
such thought link with the previous Adhikarana. 
This is the common defect of both interpretations* 
Now the specific defect of each* The Adwaitin 
attributes form to a formless Brahman for th® 
sake of Upasana* Then he assumes ‘immunity 
to sin’ in Jeeva for Upasana. But Advaiti contends 
that ‘sins’, in Jeeva has emperical truth: and. 
their negation amounts to Pratibhasika Satya or 
apparent truth- On the other hand formlessness: 
in Brahma will be empirical* Shrutti , is considered ; 
valid treating objects emperically true; but in the 
case of Jeeva, immunity from sins would be 
apparent truth and Shruti will be degraded for 
treating objects of apparent truth* 

But this contention of the Adwaitin does not 
hold good* For even he accepts in name, 
and others to be of apparent reality. 

So here also let it be like that. For in his system 
inv such injunctions. () the only 
si^ifieant part is '.or obligatoriness They' 



do not signify the objects at all- And in obliga* 
toriness you cannot make a distinction as emperi- 
cal or apparent in truth, as in an object- with 
regard to the attributes of the effect being stated 
to be in the cause Brahman both being identical, 
it is not reasonable to do so- For just as gold 
is called by the name of the ornament and also 
the ornament is called by the name of gold, so 
also attributes of Brahma should be stated to be 
in the effects- 

But this sort of blame cannot be charged 
against Advaitin because he does not accept 
Brahma as the material cause undergoing modifi¬ 
cation but he accepts Brahman as locus (3Tr<ir<s4H) 
of the illusion of the world- Therefore it is 
proper that the attributes of the Super-imposed 
are stated to be in the locus and not Vice versa 

But if this is so you are only going from the 
frying pan into fire. For if various attributes of 
various effects are to be stated in the material 
cause Brahma, then statements regarding Brahman 
with varions conflicting attributes would never 
be reconciled* 

Again the statement of Brahman with attri* 
butes leads to the knowledge of attributeless 
Brahman is an unfounded truth* Before settling 
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this question some more clarification is sought; 
whether mere knowledge of Brahman with 
attributes leads to the knowledge of attributeless 
absolute Brahman or it is the constant and 
continual meditation of these attributes that leads 
to attributelessness or absoluteness of Brahman- 

The very question of attributelessness is critically 
annalysed. Does Dhyana mean meditation 
of Brahman as having absence of determihants 
or Dhyana means upasana which is nothing 
but Super imposition of certain unreal attributes 
on Brahman as we superimpose silverness on the 
shell* If the first type is the Nirvisheshita 
Brahman whose knowledge is necessary for 
Moksha, it goes against your system. Because 
in your system f^f^^ wifr knowledge of attributes 
does not conduce to Moksha* If Attributeless 
ness without forming a constituent part of 
Brahman is an accidental mark of 

Brahma, then it is of the type of a crow perching 
on the house* If so the attributelessness also 
has a position of some kind as that of crow* 
Now the thing marked by this accident is merely 
the thing or is it an attribute inherent in 
Brahman- Brahman does not inhere such a 
distinction; hence this distinction of attributeless- 



ness is again some accident and not an inherent 
quality; and that is already known- Besides in 
his system Brahman known as characterised by 
an accident is not the cause of Moksha. 

yet the Advaitih tries to slip through the 
shidhanti’s fingers- For he says that cognition of 
substantive unadjuncted is not obtained before- 
But this is mere jumble of words without any 
concerete thought behind it- For the knowledge 
of amplified substantive does never end in the 
absence of cognition of amplification- 

The whole thing is wound up in verse thus; 
it is simply contradiction interms to say that 
knowledge of amplified substantive leads to 
knowledge of pure substantive bereft of amplifi¬ 
cation. 

We shall close this Adhikarana with a 
grammatical note on in a verse as 
(in alliance with Saugata or Baudha), There is 
a sutra (7-3-19 j in compounds 

having,'‘T'T and as their last member, the 
vowels in both first and last members under go 
Vridhi. is the compound word in which 5 
ahd both under go yfidhi and hence the form 
is and hence here it must be and 

not, as it is, 
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To this objection replies that an 

ordinance with is not compulsory. Therefore 
the Sutra '3i*r does not operate here. So 
Vowels in both the members do not under go 
Vrirdhi. But according to before 

afsa terminations having ? or ’ll; as only the 
vowel of the first member under goes Vridhi, 
thus it is 

But here another objection is raised- There 
is a paribhasha to the effect that 3r4g^^<ir 
which implies that of the two members % and 
f ? the word that has meaning (which is further 
explained as ‘the meaning should rise to be a 
qualification of the word) should under go 
vridhi. As an instance is taken and is 
accepted as having meaning. So also in f and 
is a meaningful word and it should under 
go vridhi and not g. 

This objection is set aside by stating that 

gf9 jointly means firflf and not singly. 
And hence singly has no meaning and hence 
both g and f? do not under go Vridhi- Only the 
first word namely g under goes Vridhi* 

Some others still consider in p^nas a synonym 
bf f T^T. But in ‘5T?W5rr%^’ when has 

before and 5rw, in its place comes 
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(3n^5r). In fHence Kalidasa in Kumara 
Sambhava uses (so also in uttara 

Ramacharita there is 

3rr«PT5ri^^^*i; 

We hear (in Taittareeya) a reason adduced 
for Akasha to be full of bliss or to be Ananda- 
maya- “Had not this all shining body been 
full of bliss (no one else would impel this world 
to activity) then no one would actuate the world, 
nor induce it to do meritorious deed”* 

But this is not mentioned as Vishnu* Thus you 
should not suppose, that this in not mentioned 
as Vishnu. For in the Sutra it is 

stated that Akasha is Vishnu only; (And not the 
commonly known Akasha) For he is stated to 
possess the marks of Vishnu. 

BHASHYA : 

“What is the support of this Visible world ? 
He is all shining Akasha.” Thus physical Aksha 
is referred to* But this does not suit the context* 
But Vishnu alone is meant- For, further this 
Akasha is said to be much more superior; and 
loudly Sung; and he is (not limited by time, space 
or attributes) unlimited. These and others are 
his (invariable) marks. 
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(His unlimited nature is justified thus) who 
is able to enumerate exhaustively His brave 
deeds ? who is again able to count the particles 
of dust ? 

(His over-Superiority is proved thus) He 
grew beyond measure- These and others are his 
unfailing marks. 

It is stated in Brahma- “Vishnu alone is 
really said to be. Ananta or unlimited and is 
described really by such words as Ananda and 
other words; while others are thus described only 
figuratively. 

In Bhallaveya it is stated~“All names enter 
into him. 

BHAVADEEPA: 

words there are, that are familiarly known to have 
another meaning. These words of other meanings are of 
two types Those that are known so in secular field. Or. 
known in the secular world as coming from' vedic Liter, 
ature, explicitly or implicitly as marks. The first type 
are treated in the first pada and the second type arc treated 
in the second pada, 

The purvapaksha is to be built. Anandamaya is said 
to be Akasha which again by Rudhi, a strong mode of 
connotation, means physical Akasha (one of the five 
elements). And the mode of derivation or inay 

help us to get at the meaning of Vishnu- But when there 
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is no strong objection against the main sense we should 
not sacrifice it for our whimsical needs. 

But there is one objection against the conventional 
meaning or Rudha meaning of Akasha viz physical Akasha. 
This Akasha is said to be Ananta. But some how Ananta too 
or unlimited nature too should be made to conform to the 
conventional meaning of Akasha or physical Akasha* The,; 
precedent decision in respect of or residence in the 

ocean does not favour the acceptance of yoga mode in this 
case as both are not similar. For Residence in the ocean’ 
had been decided by shruti to be the exclusive mark of 
Vishnu. Shruties referring to Indra and others are 
covcntionally held to mean so by the ignorant, though 
having no scope to mean any other sense they yield to the 
mode of derivation or yoga and thus refer to Vishnu. 

But here ‘unlimited nature’ is not yet proved to be the 
exclusive property possessed by Vishnu. Hence this case 
does not come under the perview of precedent decision, and 
is open to consideration. But Sudha accepts the inclusion 
of this cause also in the precedent dicision by admitting the 
claim of unlimited nature to be the exclusive mark of 
Vishnu, Hence this case needs no further discussion. But 
it is introduced here only as an additional doubt. 

Besides yoga requires the cause of application to be 
either in itself or under its control when possessed by others- 
The first alternative is not at all applicable. For hollowness 
or is the exclusive property of Akasha and the 

second alternative also is not possible. Because the in¬ 
sentient Akasha cannot depend upon Vishnu for its natural 
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characteristic- While the sentient for its activity depends 
upon Vishnu’s grace the Insentient inheres its nature of 
hollowness and does not depond upon Hari’s grace. 
Besides hollowness does not agree with the nature of 
Vishnu. 

Now the Purvapaksha is wound up thus; Akasha stated 
in chandojgya is physical Akasha. And Akasha in Taitta" 
reeyaka said to be Anandamaya to justify his propelling 
of the world is also physical Akasha Unlimited nature 
also is some how reconciled with physical Akasha. Hence 
Anandamaya is not Vishnu but Physical or ;ff^!Fi 5 r.Ananda- 
maya may not be compatible with the insentient nature of 
physical Akasha; But Ananda or joy may belong to the 
presiding deity of Physical Akasha. 

when thus the Purvapaksha ia stated the sutra begins 
the refutation, arfq- 5iir«lFrr: atr^r^T Here 

the word arr^r?! does not mean physical sky but Vishnu 
only. For there are Vishnu’s clear marks like 
ari^r^r in chandogya also means Vishnu. Therefore in 

also is Vishnu. Now the decisive reason is that 

in chandogya the exclusive mark pleads for Brahman and 
the contradiction of the convention of the Ignoranant 
for Akasha to have reference to physical Akasha is common 
to both. Hence this offers no reason for Akasha to be 
Anandamaya- The argument runs in a different course, 
Tjiere being exclusive mark of Vishnu in the Akasha of 
•chandogya in also in Taittareaya the same Vishuu is 
Propounded. The reason is for this same Vishnu to be 
Anandamaya and not for Akasha to be Anandamaya. 
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But Shruti and Linga are the means that settle the 
purport- Purvapakshee built his statement on the strength 
of Shruti. But refutation was based on Linga or Mark 
which is naturally accepted to be weaker than Shruti. 
This defence of Purvapaksha is not sound* Because 
priority is not the only thing that settles relative strength of 
these purport-finders. There are other elements also that 
enter into the settlement of the Purport. For even the 
less powerful Linga gains in strength over Shruti, when 
Linga is Mirvakasha and Shruti is savakasha. Even then 
bow is it that Linga refers to Vishnu ? the 

nature of space or hollowness, and it gives space to things 
that exist. This donation of space is under the control of 
God and hence space, though a natural quality is yet under 
the control of Hari and hence Akasha means Hari. For 
Hari’s control of Space-giving is unlimited. Hence Shruti 
says that Hari is endowed with all physical or material 
qualities also. 

is imported into every Sutra meaning ‘That is 
Vishnu alone.’ Of these two words ^ implies that every 
word even referring to others, by the highest mode of 
derivation and the convention of the wise refers to only 
Vishnu. 

Here the following reasoning is adduced to prove that 
Akasha means Vishnu through its cause of application* 
Spacegiving quality of hollow Akasha is a natural quality 
no doubt. But that still comes under the perview of Divine 
control, because, the qualified object Akasha itself is fully 
under the control of Hari, for its birth, Sustenance and 
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destruction; and this fact necessitates even its quality to be 
subordinate to Hari’s inexorable will. 

In the Sutra the phrase 'on account of his 

mark’ implies many such exclusive reasons. The subject 
implies all words referring to physical, spiritual and 
vedic objects. But in the Sutra only Akasha is mentioned 
because brevity is the breath of the Sutra. As a'representa* 
tive Akasha which is the first cause of all materil objects 
and which is contextually relaled to the previous discussion, 
is mentioned in the Sutra. 

NYAYA MUKTAVALI: 

The thought link with the previous treatment is either 
over cxtention as a new doubt is raised on the previous 
treatment ora counter-illustration as the Purvapaksha is 
raised in a different manner from the previous one. In 
Chandogya in the first Adhyaya it is mentioned “who is the 
support of this world” Thus asked Shalavatya; and as a 
reply it is given-“Akash.” Now the doubt is whether this 
Akasha is Physical sky or Vishnu. Now by convention 
Akasha refers to PhysicalAkasha and Akasamheans the sky. 
This does not run counter to the specified marks of Vishnu. 
For direct reference (shruti) is more powerful than Linga or 
Mark. But you should not contend that the previons 
argument that Linga is exclusive and hence it contradicts 
the conventional meaning holds good here; and hence there 
is no scope for such a doubt For the wealth of Indra is 
obatined by the grace of God and hence is under his control 
and Indra means Vishnu because the cause of application is 
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under his control no doubt. But Akasha is insentient 
and does not seek his Grace. And hence the cause o^^ 
application of Akasha is hollowness and is not under his 
cantrol nor does it inhere in him, so it does not mean 
Vishnu and hence there is scope for this additional doubt. 
The Linga that has previously led to Shidhanta is not this, 
this is some thing else. Thus in Bhashya Previously a Shruti 
had settlead its meaning to be Vishnu; yet it is not yet settled 
here and by the help of Shruti it conventionally means to 
refer to physical sky and this is the Purvapaksha. 

Now sidhanta is that Akasha is said to be superior to 
the superior and loudly praised, and is unlimited and a 
Smriti very well explains parovareeyatva as the better of 
thp best and with the help of many corroborative Shruties 
which all prove Akasha to refer to Vishnu. On the 
strength of it, Shruti surrenders its right of upholding the 
popular meaning and comes to mean Vishnu. Thus 
means Vishnu- 

It is not that there is no cause of applicability of 
Akasha to Vishnu For in smriti is stated that under His 
guidance this sky gives space to the breathing beings^: 
Again common sense implies that when the sentient is 
under His control, much more so is the insentient Akasha. 
Now the rule of semantics allows applicability of word to a 
thing when that property is found in it or it has control 
over it. The property of Akasha, Viz hollowness is not 
to be found in Hari but He has controt over it. Besides 
Smriti corroborates the fact that Vishnu also has all physical 
qualities in him; and therefore' hollowness is to be found 
in Him and thus Hari is the maia meaning of Akasha* 
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If this Akasha is not Vishnu then Akasha referred to as 
Anandaniajra also is not Vishnu. To settle this objection and 
the rejoinder to it, is the main purpose of this discussion. 

TATTVAMANJARI: 

Still Vishnu or Brahman is not Purnananda, For In 
that context Some Akasha is called Ananda without any 
qualification; hence it is Purnananda, atr^tsir arrsf^ 
»I*F*n?r). This Akasha is nothing but physical sky from such 
shruties as giffir and from the wide currency it 

has got. This Akasha in the above quotation is introduced as 

to this Earth and as the material cause of vayu and 
others and hence it must be physical sky Hence this 
physical sky is perfectly blissful aod that is Anandaraaya. 
So the Sutra says ariqrrsT^fefqrq and its meaning as given in 
Anubhashya is and af^TT: should be repeated here and 
it carries the meaning of space or extension, So the whole 
meaning is “Vishnu is extensive or Spacious like the sky. 
Just as the sky is extensive or hollow permitting the 
wanderings of animals, so also Vishnu is extensive or hollow 
physically permitting animals to wander as described in 
Sudha, This physical hollowness is the cause of application 
of Akasha to Vishnu. In the Bhashya on the IX 
chapter of Geeta it is stated that “ you should 
know God to be endowed with all physical qualities”. It 
only means that God Vishnu is one endowed with unlimited 
space or hollowness. Hence that chief meaning of Akasha 
jS Vishnu. This implies that all words of physical sense 
like Akasha mean Vishnu only by the mode of inter 
pretation of convention by the wise and by a high derivative 
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mode, though in local parlance they refer to other things. 
The physical sky is not their meaning. Because giving 
room or space Uests finally with Vishnu primarily. Hence 
those words also connote Vishnu only. For he alone is 
endowed with all qualities like supreme sovereignty, unli¬ 
mitedness, and source of all activity. This is not possible 
with a physical object. 

Just as the cause of application of the word Akasha 
viz the giving space to others is the implicator for all 
physical words, and shows that for that reason the word 
Akasha signifies Vishnu chiefly. So also all physical words 
are fully significant when applied to Vishnu. For Vishnu 
has control over the cause of application and he has all 
those properties in him 

TANTRADEEPIKA : 

In this Adhikarana all words having phyical meaning 
are shown as significantly applying to Vishnu. The word 
Akasha as implying all those words, being an important 
one, is mentioned here, is imported here. The word 
in chandogya is Hari as a result of high derivation 
and the convention of the wise and not physical sky by 
mere convention. For in the Shruti where Akasha is stated 
highest supremacy and unlimiteduess are mentioned as 
referring to Akasha. And they are the exclusive marks of 
Vishnu. j%irT?r iu the Sutra is used in the singular to imply 
a group. 

with every Adhikarana |jis imported meaning excl¬ 
usiveness, in order to show that Vishnu alone is the chief 



meaning of cRT through the mode of the convenation of 
the wise and of high derivation^, just as in 
g is used to show the presiding deity exclusively. This is 
not possible when the other meaning is primary or this 
meaning is secondary- Following the rule of primary and 
secondary modes those words are said to singnify 
Vishnu, And it is accepted that repetition an'd the statement 
of its quality and its mark are meant to show purport only 
and not to decide the chief meaning. 

PRAKASHA: 

At the beginning, chandrikakara takes a very critical 
stand about the thought link of the Adhikarana. And 
Raghavendra in his Pra.kasha furnishes a thought-plank. 
Here in this Adhikarana some natural property of a thing 
is chosen as the cause of application of that word to Hart ^ 
Only such words are chosen for samanvaya in Hari in this 
Adhikarana. This property might be either physical or 
non-physical. Hence to limit samanvaya of physical words 
alone by implication to this Adhikarana is unwarranted. 

This doubt raised has been cleared in two Ways 
1) Even words connoting non-material things will get thus 
samanvaya in Vishnu proved if the objection raised in their 
respect has also followed the same rule that the nature of 
insentient or Sentient does not come under the perview of.the 
divine control. For his Adhikarana conclusively proves that 
even nature of things depends upon the will of Hari. Stil^ 
only words of material meaning being similar (to Akasha) 
enter into our mind first. While in the previons Adhikai'ana 
words meaing gods like Indra and others and in the future 
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Adhikarana words of spiritual meaning like Prana and 
others are dealt with as their samanvaya does not depend 
upon their nature as the cause of application. Thei^ 
samanvaya was sought by depending upon the invariable 

mark of Vis hn u. Hence Akasha is said to imply only 
material words. ■ 

Now another doubt arises viz. The same invariable 
Linga or mark which has captured the mind ought to have 
been saught for the samanvaya and not the name. But 
this requires clarification. Do you drive at the fact that 
samanvaya of the Linga, the general cause of al! material 
things should be sought, or the Linga accepted by the 
Sidhanti ? In the first alternative the case is different from 
the Previons Adhikarana. For in that Adhikarana by the 
samanvaya of one Linga called aftf¥?re? samanvaya wag 
sought in many names. But here also manytimes* Akasha 
is repeated and with the same Linga in many (times 

repeated) names samanvaya is sought. Raghavendra 
makes the point clear. In the last Adhikarana by thp 

samanvaya of one Linga in Hari many names had 
their samanvaya in him. But here one name Akasha had 
its samanvaya in Hari and on the strength of that samanvaya 
many Links were shown to exist in Hari meaningfully. 
Here the same Akasha repeated forms a group of Akasha. 
The word Akasha that forms the group has the same cause 
of application. But what is wanted is that many names 
forming a group should have different cause of applicetion. 

Still further it is objected that by the samanvaya of 
one Linga, it is implied that many Lingas and names found 

their samanvaya in Hari by presumption. Hence here also 
Linga should be shown to exist in Harij for the samanvaya 

of names in Hari« 
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But the problem of samanvaya may be preseoied from 
another point of view. By the samanvaya of one Linga 
if it is sought in similar and dissimilar cases it is only a 
round about way, when another way is open to us. Besides 
names fixed to connote other things will not easily enter 
into our mind for samanvaya in Hari. And Lingas not 
fixed to connote other things, do not easily enter into our 
mind for the sake of samanvaya. Hence the Lingas not 
fixed else where should be given a chance for samanvaya. 
But this does not hold water. For such words like Indra 
have been shown to be easily agreeable to samanvaya 
so they enter into mind easily* 

If the second alternative is accepted, is the 

reason accepted by the sidhanti and there is no scope for 
doubt. But this statement runs counter to the coming 
statement that is uot accepted as a definite and 

determined mark of Vishnu: though residence in the ocean 
is found as such a specific mark of Vishnu. 

This is not so; for really speaking the doubt raised here 
is not based on real fact; but it is based on some presum* 
ption relying, on And then Linga is shown to 

refer to Vishnu. So this Linga is not dependent on Shruti 
and hence Shruti Samanvaya alone is justified. Hence Nama 
samanvaya alone is the right one. 

In both Bhashya and Teeka it is argued that if 
amrr^r in is physical or material then 

srr^Jiralso in srmT?r would be physical. So 

in order to prove its Vishnutwa aiTJpra in 
also has to be Vishnu. Now this argument hence is said to 
be fruitful. 
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But it is objected that this sort of argauing is not 
ff uitful; for even if in chagdogya is Vishnu, Stil l 
in need not be Vishnu. Therefore this sort of 

diisicussibn does not bear fruit. So it is objected 
that just as in Sidhanta in ircT5tgi=5r is 

Btahmh; yet in it is a physical object, so in 

Sidhanta there, in also let Akasii be a physical 

object. 

There is a counter-objection to this. No doubt in the 

Adhikarana. in a is said 

«> 

to refer to Vishnu. Then how docs that refer to a physical 
object ? The reply is that 3rt^f?T means Vishnu not exclusi¬ 
vely but inclusive of a physical object Hence it also means 
a' physical object. 

But in 3ri^r5t refers to physical sky because 

there is the indisputable mark of a physical object in it; in 
Sflr^«rr“tri^r in Akasha there is the invariable mark of 
V'ishnu viz ‘prompter of the world.’ and hence there is its 
samanavaya in Brahma- Thus in Sidhauta there is fruit¬ 
fulness Then in: Purvapaksha there is fruitlessness in the 
fofmr of objection raised. 

“ - it is qiiotOd along with an ihsiance by Chandrikakar, 
If’in 'irler^ there is Brahma mark and hence there is reference 
td'Brahman.thieii just as in Sidhanta in on account 

of the material mark there is reference to material object 
for artspi^. So also in there is Brahma mark and 
STf^l^r refers to'Brahina, Thus then in the Purvapaksha 
no doubt refers to physical sky. But in there is 
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Brahma mark and clearly refers to Brahma. There, 
fore the objectioa over Anandamaya Adliikarana doe^ 
not arise at all. 

This is a strong objection against the thought link 
given by Chandrikakara Now Chandraikakara refutes this 
objection. But Raghavendra clarifies the issues involved 
in the objection so that the refutation becomes significant 
'and meaningful. 

Suppose, as in cTffu, so also in there is refe¬ 
rence to both material and non-material on the strength 
of Akasha Shruti and Brahma mark. So Wifq' has 
clear reference to Brahma and hence no objection can rise 
against Anandamaya as a reason is adduced for Anandamaya 
to be Vishnu. But this objection is not justified. For in 
if reference to material cause is not accepted you 
cannot explain the physical creation. But in if, there 
is uo reference to material there will be no such absurdity. 
Hence there is no reference to material. This is in conformity, 
with the exclusive Brahma mark. 

But the objection raised againsKthe Sidhanti is baselessvi 
For his argumentation is purposeful; while PurvapakshEa;-.- 
also is equally fruitful. Thus goes on the discussion ai>out 
Sangati or thought link when all objections are tak|h up; 
for critical scrutiny and their hollowness is exposed . 
Examining Sangati and Prayojana, now the object of 
discussion and the form of doubt also are stated. 

The topic of discussion is whether is physical 

sky or Bhrama ? Here Shruti Statemant taken for discussion 
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is from Chandogya. It is an answer for the 
question of Shalavatya abouth the support of the earth* 
The answer is sriqrj^r This ar ^tr^T is said to be 

This arwr^T implies all the other four 
elements (?i^) like wind and others. Now should we depend 
up on the Shruti and call this physical sky or depend 

upon attribute (Superior to the Superior) and call 

it Brahma ? Now Purvapaksha is that is physical 

sky and this argument is fruitful. Because if or in 
sentient is independent of Brahman, then thiC cause of appli¬ 
cation of words to such material objects which are indep¬ 
endent of Brahman, is not found in Brahman, and besides 
Shruti will lose its primary importance if is applied 

to Brahman in contrdiction of its materiality. Thus 
contends that Shruti refers to material A kasha, and fu'tils 
its argument. In the same manner, if on the other hand 
the insentient in its nature also is dependent on Vishuu, 
then Vishnu has mastery over its bause of application and 
hence has reason to be called by that name. And Shruti 
chiefly purports to refer to Vishnu without any contradiction 
or opposition. Thus the Sidhantee’s argument bears 
ample fruit* 

Now a' nyaya called is cited to prove that 

Brahma is the primary meaning of the word,when dependent. 
Raghavendra explajns this Nyaya at length* This Nyaya 
occurs in the Adhikaraua in the Gunas- 

utra The Vishaya vakya is ‘arsJrqmet 

In the adventure of proving all words to refer to 
Brahma.(?f^g[ 5 ? ^TTrf^JT)the question arises of referring' 
to ^Brahme. The cause of application in. 3 rs?rf 5 V 
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does not inhere in Brahma. Still words meaniog, 
find their full Sigaificauce in Brahma; for Subordination df 
Pradhana is dependent on the will of Brahma. Hence 
Brahma has claim to be called by that name. On. the 
Strength of this Nyaya, though the Lord does not inhere 
the nature of Akasha viz hollowness yet he has mastery, 
over that nature of the insentieiit Akasha. Hence 
Brahman may be called by the names of insentient things. 

But we must further scrutinise whether the nature of 
Akasha is dependent on God or the nature of elements is 
dependent on him* This ought to have been our topic of 
investigation and not if the nature of the insentient is 
Subordinate to the will of God. 

The reply to this objection is to be found In the spirit 
or the deep meaning underlying the investigation. This 
Nyaya applies not only to the application of words, 
referring to elements but to all insentientlhings. The 
implication is to make the meaning more extensive, of words 
referring to insentient things depending for their usage pn 
the cause of application or sr^ficlftTpifr. 

On this topic a deeper doubt is entertained. The 
aforesaid Akasha is a physical element and not Vishnu, 
either by the mode of convention or of derlyationi 
Rudhi or convention is not proved to operate ini^ftspect of' 
Vishnu in an element. Derivation or yoga is neither fixed 
nor unfixed. Now yoga operates in two ways. The cause 
of application is hollowness and it is dependent on 

Vishnu as subordinateness or is in the iease liof 

Pradhana (Primordial cause). Or as in the case of Indra 
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■the cause of application is wealth which the Lord Vishnh 
inheres. Either the first or the second, must be the reason. 

Now in the first alternalive it is argued thus—the 
'hollowness of Akasha is not dependent on Vishnu because 
it is an attribute or nature of a sentient object. 

But this reasoning can be counter argued thus, it is an 
accepted truth that Lord Vishnu has undisputed divine 
prerogative of every dispensation at his own sweet will. 
Then liow can ‘an attribute of an insantient object* 
rise in power to question this unrestricted authority of 
Vishnu? Hence the first reason is elucidated in detail. 

■ A usage is found that ‘the king has won victory’ though 
victory is really won by his army which is subordinate to 
him. Just in the same manner if the cause of application 
of a word referring to an insentient object is subordinate to 
a sentient being the santient being is not found to be called 
by the name of the in scant ient. 

No doubt in (the earth spoke) we find n? or 

earth is found used to refer to a santient being the presiding 
deity over earth* But by this rule of Presiding deity it 
must be proved that chetana has mastary over achetana 
theh by the rule of the chetana will be called by 

'the namfc of a chetana. For the Purva pakshin these arc 
hot yet proved. Hence the cause of application of a word 
Ms riot mere frecdown of dispensation by the Lord, but it 
)must be the gift earned through the grace of the Lord, 

The hollowness or in Akasha is not a gift earned 

by Akasha through the grace oftheLord^ Therefore all 
words referring to insentient things must be considered 
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from the point of view of the cause of appticatioQ in 
hareing in the insentient. 

In the second alternative that which is the nature is 
intrinsic and never comes from out side; having such cause 
of application for which the thing need not depend upon 
the Lord, the words refer to insentient things and not to 
the Lord, Here also words having their nature as their 
caase of application are taken for consideration. 

Then this runs Counter to instances quoted in Bhashya, 
To this objection it is stated that this instance of Akasha 
is given as it is connected with Anandamayadhikarana in 
the form of an objection. Then 'an instance from Meemansa 
is quoted. 

In Jainiini Sutra> 1-4-6 there is a Sutra 

In vajapeya (which is considered as 
the name of yaga) as Guna or some attribute is stated, the 
attribute is enjoined. The point at issue is ( 

whether Vajapeya stated her? is some 
meaningful attribute to be secured or the name of some 
sacrifice. Take the verb the root qgr means qtir which 
having no definite case ending like the accusative is syntacti¬ 
cally connected with the termination coiping after it 
meaning some effort ('JT’«rtl) either as ‘object’ or as ‘means’. 
, (^4 or But no definite hint there is. Only and 

* Note— In Prakash this Sutra is said to be in- the fiflt 
Adhikarana; but in Bhatta sangraba this Sutra 
is shown in the sixth Adhikarana by S.hri 
Raghavendra himself. 
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alone are connoted by the root and terminationt 
But as they come one after another some general Connection 
is found implicit in them. This is common to both ‘object’ 
Und ‘means’. In respect of object (when itr is construed 
as object with effort) Guna is construed with the ‘means’ 
■and cRgr or purpose is found simultaneously construed (with 
as some drink, UT*r should be performed and by rrrT 
, or Sacrifice should beattained). So without any 

jpossessive terminations like ur*r maye be construed 

with both object and instrument. This requires to be 

ioterpretrd as some attribute-like ‘some drink called vaja’. 
So Vajapeya need not be accepted as the name of the yaga. 
This is the Purvapaksha. 

The sidhanta is that indeterminate connection connot 
give rise to specific expectation of either object or instrument; 
and hence the or effort can neither be construed 

with object or purpose. If by implication either of thes^ 

" two is indicated then triq'qr is construed with either of 
them and not both of them. Ifsimutlaneously (xTKispFiTfFT an<3 
I qtrr both are construed; then there is 

counection of both Jt’ir and 'S^r; but such an interpretidion 

’ leads to two contradictory trinities. Thus the 

discussion goes on- We are not much concerned here With 
that. We started with the Purvapaksha argument. Ptjs: 

: argument is that Akasha is the physical sky and nojf, 
: Brahma or Vishnu. Because the cause of application of 
the word Akasha is which is the nature of Akasha 

'which is neither the gift of Vishnu nor is under the control 
‘ of Vishnu. Here all words that have their nature as the 
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cause of application are under critical review and discussioa- 
Then Akaska should not have been taken here no doub(. 
But because some instance must be given and Akasha wns 
ichosen as it would help us to raise an objection over STRSB?? ' 
it was taken; In the same manner in yajapeya Adhi* 
rkaran though words afore said like and others are tobe 

reviewed yet the word vajapeya is instanced.' From this we 
come to know that or hollowness is the nature; and 

: hence it cannot be inhered by the Lord nor can it be under 
the control of the Lord; for it is the nature of Akasha. 
This Purvapaksha is explained by adducing direct reaspns 
to it. 

Many more • alternatives are considered in connection 
with this word Akasha. So far Ghendrikakara gathered 
the chain of thoughts from Anuvyakhyana. Now • he 
epitomises what has been said in Sudha, which is tO‘be 
considered as a di6ferent interpretation. He first repeats 
what has been said in Sudha; and then explains it as some 
of its points require clarification “The hollowness of the 
sky is not dependent on Iswara unlike wealth of la’dra 
' which s dependent on Iswara as it comes from outside- 
For Akasha is intsentient, and hollowness by ; its-veary 
nature is not dependent on Iswara” To make this; point 
more clear it is stated that in the word Indra the effort to 
.rule (over peopled constitutes wealth which is the cause of 
application The reason for its being dependent onjswaira 
is knowledge. Here also the same knowledge ought ip have 
been the reason for its dependence on Iswaraf And that 
knowledge is conspicuously absent in insentient Akasha., 
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Purvapashin is getting stronger For all the reasons 
.adduced by the Sidhanti are being proved null and void* 
^either yoga npr Rudhi helps the Sidhanti to rebut the 
.Purvapaksbin. Even specially charged Vidvad Rudhi and 
;Maha yoga are. spent forces in establishing the meaning 
.of Akasha to be Brahma qr Vishnu- 

If that is so the Sutrakara merely means to state what 
lias been stated by Anandamayadhikarana. There is no 
Scope for and the following Adhikaranas. 

To this the reply is that the coming Adhikaranas are there 
to meet the additional doubts raised on them. But this 
goes against the statement of Sudha- For there Vidvad 
Rudhi and Mahayoga are made available and the additional 
doubt is raised to cover those things. This is not so, for 
further we do not find such doubts that cover Vidvadrudhi 
•and Mahayoga. Hence vidvad Rudhi and Mahayoga be 
fore the Sidhenti establishes them do not operate. Hence 
Anuvyakhyana is right in stating like that. 

Now the topic is Samanvaya which is achieved through 
' Significative potency and Verbal import. Samanvaya 

of all words in Hari so long was discussed on the basis of 
Significative potency. Now it is discussed on the basis of 
Verbal import ), which is not found in favour of 

Vishnu. Before this exclusive Linga had enfeebled the 
^^stronger instrumcat Shriiti. Now Shruti manytiines repeated 
gathers enormous strength over and above its natural 
strength, over Linga which claims only exclusive 

application for its qualification. Akasha as physical 
sky is repeated so many times, that it counteracts the 
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operation even of exclusive Linga; and meaplng of Vishnu 
is with held. Therefore Indra Shruti is proved to be more 
powerful for these two reasons its manifoldness and its 
natural Superiority over Linga. This very Indra SHruti 
was formerly cited merely as Shruti, Now it is cited here 
as an instance of manifoldness. The same Shruti can be 
expressed in different capacities or forms, in different places- 
For example take Does the word 

connote an attribute or denote fhe name ? This is the doubt’ 
{This is a Bahuvreehi compound apd 
without the complication of possessive termination the 
attribute is ordained in Niimadheyapada. The purvaparksha 
is that there is the attribute in the form of which 

is associated with This is the attribute enjoined 

in the-If it is a mere name no is established 
in the form of substances ■'and deity., and there is no full 
realisation of a yaga form. 

To this the reply is that when ordinance is possible 
With the meaning of a root waranted by one word; no 
other ordinance with the meaning of a different word, is 
Qece>sary. For instance from and such others 

we get the substances required and from and 

we get the names of dities likes Agni and Surya. 
So we can have a fair idea of the form of the yaga. And 
the word Agnlhotra is associated with Agni which 
occurs in the Mantra. For this reason ^rfriTitsT is a name 
with a derivative meaning. 

Hence is the ordinance. In SfiafR^JT- 

there is first the doubt whether 3T(Sri^ means some 
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attribute or meraly the name of a yaga or Karma. Then as 
Purvapakslia attstlT is liquid substance like gbee. In 
arr^pf the first 3n«rn is ghee and snsnT^f^ tells 

us that it should be purified. 

To this Purvapakslia the reply is that is the 

■name of that yaga in which ghee is poured constantly from 
one corner to another. Therefore an®*!’ is the 

Subject and srfiq is the predicate and this is communciated 
to us by another Shastra atfrq: Hence it is the name. 

In the same manner the statement forms a 

.group of Homas or sacrifices- It is doubted if 
is one of the coustituants of this group Therefore it is 
cited as an exception in another context in the second 
Adhyaya second pada. 

Thus there are the instances to prove that one thing 
may be cited in two places in different forms. This is on® 
solution and the other Solution is the following, Indra 
and other words connote Vishnu for three reasons. The 
first instance is* The word in the 

.instrumental case by established convention connotes an 
other meaning- S-ill rt is construed with or effort 

(the meaning of the termiuetion in as the means (the 
meaning of the root xr^ and it fits in the context 

IIT(cr) being in the same case with trpT. Hence 
means some yaga, as again there is some other statement 
showing some similarity. 

In the same manner in qq^iTTHfiTW. Indra is 

used in the same case with Vishnu and there is special 
refeceuce to Hence Indra means Vishnu, 
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But thete is some special consideration too. In the 
sentence as apposition between Indra 

and Vishnu is possible with reference to so also both 

Indra and Vishnu may be construed with saperately. 

Then Indra is not Vishnu. But had it been so, just as the 
verb is repeated with every separate object so also it should 

have been fsirfcH irfw. 

Now the third in stance is cited. In the third Adhyaya 
fiflth padaqf<T?3r7*i is cited. And if ai Kshatriya 

or Vaisya desires in the to drink sotna, to 

him an artificial soma f^qrR) should be given and not 
pure soma- The artificial soma is prepared with fruits df 
Banyan tree and other things by pounding them. Then it is 
called tfi5r^TT^^ and that should be given to him to eat {stw) 
The question is whether this special prescription of Phala 
cliamasa is for eating only or it should' be used in the 
sacrifice also. The purvapaksha is for eating only and hot 
for sacrifice. For it is not stated so in Shruti. Then 
Sidhanta is that Chaniasa Phala is preseribed in the context 
of yaga as its means. So this artificial soma is prescribed in 
yaga also. 

Here that substance which has created yaga into 
existence is everlasting; while the occasional which comes 
after yaga lias come into existence and is more powerful tHhn 
th e rouciiii. This phala chamasa which got access into tlje 
yaga as something to be eaten in yaga encroaches tijibiii' 
yaga as its Sadhana or means; and gets a sound position' 
in yag.a. So also the words like Indra which mean th(?| 
king of gods enter into Brahman as revealer of its raeaningj|>:, 
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New the Purva Pakstim winds up the long discussion 
by;pointing out the difference in their case. For Akasha 
has not got ^ny word in apposition; nor does it daclare 
any special Shruti; nor is It conventionally used in any 
other sanse Hence Akasha is not used in the sense of 
Vishnu. 

The long drawn out defence of Purvapaksha shows the 
manifold nature of the presentation of the Purvapaksli. 
But'the Sidhanti also faces his argument in all its variety. 
When it is accepted that every thing is subordinate to the 
will,of Vishnu the cause of application of Akasha cannot 
be an exception. But arr^r^TJ shows that 

is produced and hence it is suspected to be physical 
sky. Hence both physical sky and Vishnnu being accepted, 
it is. reconciled that the cause of application being subord¬ 
inate to Vishnu, Vishnu is primarily connoed while the 
physical sky is secondarily connoted. Additional doubt is 
cleared and it is not an old tune. For had this not been 
stated here mo where you would find that caunotes 
primarily Vishnu. 

Still this is a repetition of what has been stated already' 
in Antarytirnyfdhikarana, where Vishnu is said to be the 
inner controller of Akasha. Hence thereby it has been 
proved that. Akasha is subordinate to Vishnu. This is not 
right. For there Akasha was considered as belonging to, 
the group of gods (srfsrt^). There only existence was said 
to be under the control of Vishnu and not the nature or 
essance' of Akasha- As Akasha is a deity it is not insentient. 
And the samanvaya of Akasha in Vishnu is not stated. 
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Here also is added to the Sutra taking it from 
so Akasha is Vishnu only. As suggested froni 
the Stura which mentions exclusiveness, connoted 

Vishnu by the mode of the great yoga or derivation and 
the convertion of the wise. Thus when senteint Akasha 
is under the controi of Vishnu, much more so is insentient 
Akasha. For the insentient is more dependent than the 
sentient’ . . 

Hence Insentient Akasha and its nature hollowness also 
are dependent on Hari’s will. It is at the sweet will of 
Hari that the sky became hollow Otherwise it would hav^ 
been solid or thick and God’s sovereignty would have, 
been affected. 

Now some had argued that hollowuess of Akasha is not 
in Vishnu because it is in the insantierit. This argument 
also is refuted. 

As in the cause of applicability is by convention, 
settled to be in the Lotus (in So also the cause of 

applicability of Akasha is by convention settled to be ini 
Akasha. Then how can a word which has its meaning 
established by convention, in some other thing, can 
have its meaning, to an unlimited extent, in Vishnu ? 

The reply is the word Akasha even while meaning 
physical sky connotes by the mode of derivation This 
Chandrikakara illustrates with an instance- 
The word qrd®! is derived aS . 

and refers to time of Darsha and Purnamasa. By 
derivation qd means primarily time. And by abstract 
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derivation it means the sacrifice or Karma preformed* 
flere it is the locative derivation that is accepted. 

So also here even in the meaning of physical sky 
the mode of interpretation is' yoga or derivation. Thus 
fsfq'^fcT or hollowness is under the control of 'Vishnu which 
ultimately means that God has control even over the 
nature of things. 

Here an instance of Meemanse is quoted. “I'ff’flrg' 

is a Mantra. In Jyotistoma many offerrings 
are prescribed meant for Indra and non Indra and many 
godSi The remnants of those offerrings (after they eat them) 
are to be cousumed. And a Mantra is to be used for their 
eating. In the morning a Mantra Iike5r¥n50tf®r is prescribed. 
But should this be used only when eating the remnants of 
Indra-Sacrifice or of all others also ? that has the 

word used there and hence it is meant to be used only 
when remnants of ^ are being consumed is the Purvapaksha. 
■View and not for others in which one should eat without 
^ Mantra. 

Then a long dis eussion ensues through as many as six 
adhikaranas. Though there is no scope for guessing in 
respect of Maitravaruna, still many Adhikaranas are 
employed to institute an argument; henee a special guessing 
is stated through many. Adhikaranas. And discussion is 
started. In ^‘jftJiiin Sidhanta Bahuvreehiis accepted and hence. 
a:<special Mantra is there to be used while eating the remnants 
of offerings to Mitravarna. So no guessing is necessary, 
Sjtill guessing is employed to evolve a Nyaya or argument. 
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Now in Akasha is shown to be; in Vishnu and 

the mode of yoga is estabJished. ‘He shines all around* 
* He enjoys happinass all round * this derivative 
meaning is mentioned b/ Acharya elsewhere. Now 
the Purvapakshi has agreed to Rudliartha or convcn* 
tional meaning, which is shown to exist in Brahma. Henc,e 
that does not contradict the yougika meaning. Therefore it 
is not mentioned. Hence also the conventfon of the meaning 
is established. For in this sense it has bean much used in 
Veda is nothing but Therefore 

Akasha is primarily used in the meaning of Vishnu. The 
meaning or physical sky is compatible with 

No doubt fiTsfff mentions as the name of the sky and 
two kinds of are found with an unmodified Akasha, 

These are not found with physical sky as is meant by the 
Purvapakshi because physical sky has finiteness in three' 
Ways (spetious, temporal, and attributive); 

It is a strong convention that Vishnu is endless in all 
three ways by shruti quoted in Bhashya. In the secular 
world also the name Ananta is one of the three namas.of' 
him-Achuta, Ananta and Govioda. So the conclusion is 
that Akasha shruti even on the strength of popular convent- 
tion is not able to counteract the Linga of Vishnu. Fon 
Shruti is . powerful by nature and by repetition while 
Lingas get strength from exclusiveness finality and multi^i 
plicity. 

Here a discussion between the grammarian and the^ 
Mecmansaka is introduced. For the gramnerions say that, 
when srfeqf? If both qT and' 



arise; in a context, is more powerful of tlie'two 
WihenfHfir and 3Tcrt<r arise together STiJtrr is more power 
ful athd wKensf^ir and arise stf^rq? is ■strongerV'\ ' 

q^ is it is the latter Sutra that operates .in- 

preference, to the: former sutra. Then aUithese are defined 
and illustrated. It. is finally that is: stronger, which - 
means; "exelusive^ Witli examples from grammar these■ are' 
well illustrated. . , : . v:! 

Again that which is halutally poor in' strieiigtli biit ' 
exclusive.in application easily counter-acts -that which ig' 
naturally strong in power but easily applicable else where*.'' 
An example is; supplied by Agfayana' Isti 

there'aredffer’Mgs prescribed 'to Indra, Agni, ViswedeyaS 

and • Dyava -Prithivee,''' ^ j ... 

!'!•■■ .-a a 

There Viswedevas and Dyava prithjvee , get, flowered 
grass while Indra Agni and others git only, gra,ss flovyered 
or un flowered. When the same method is adopted for all,^ 
flowereddr iinfloweted grass is accepted for all'of .flowered , 
grass only for all. When .siiph a doubt arises .aS a! Prima ' 
facie it is stated that oh aecbunt of its promiheht and mai i. 
fold nature unfixed prescription is naturally accepted.'' 

To this PurVa Pakslia, Sidhanta is that unfixed Prwcrir’ 
ption is hb definite prescription,,, B ut, y6u ca n p resc ri be 
mere grass and it is in ho" w,ay .affected cyea when tjie 
grass'is flowered;'for it is not defective. ' An unfixed' pfe- 
scriptibh wrongs the nature of Dyava-Prithivee.' Wheh un- '- 
tainted is possible ho tainted is prescribed. So grass ' with 
flowers is prescribed. This ds the sidhaota.'i This'; presbriv • 
ptibh of flowers is illustrafeits by the rhle of qtt'ifqhifqf'qtff. 
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A preceptor witK a disciple had observed a Vow. The - 
disciple had the vow of eating from ,a bell pl®*® whil’e? 
the preceptor had no such rule. But when both, were found"; 
to dine in one place.for the sake of uniformity the preceptor ' 
also was induced to accept a bell metahplate. 

Just as the Case of the disciple Was hot strong as this 
case of Guru; still Guru was made to change his plate in 
order to save shi shy a from the breach of vow, though his 
case was poor. So also shruti naturally stronger than iLihg 
and upholding Physical sky could not counteract 

Vishnu as his Linga is exclusive. Hence Akasha should 
mean Vishnu and not the physical sky* 

Even the ‘identity’ interpretation is not the right one. 
The Advaitin contends that Akasha means only conditioned 
Brahma, Here he is mentioned that he should be meditated 
upon. 

In order to refute his arguments Raghavendra goes 
to the text itself in order to find the context in which 
‘sTT^r^r occurs, Now this is a reply which should 

be in conformity with the question. 

Now in Chandogya, first Adhyaya, three are said to 
be very conversent in one is sbilaka shalavatya., 

and the second is Chaikitayanaya Dalbhya and the, 
third is Prawahana Jaibili. They declared that they 
were conversant in Udgeetha, then shalavatya began to tell 
a story in Udgeetha. He then asked Dalbh 

ya replid ‘aru 5T>^:’or artfl wt^:* when again it was asked 
wucq-it was 'replied apT wtq>: meaning there 
by*that the earth was the support. Now the question is 
not about the earth. It is about the whole universe*. Had 
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It b^en ^hout the ejirth the reply would have been 9rF<?t 
‘water’* f?or the earth h^d; come out of water* 

Now the reply is 3rrW5T 5^1^ and it is in confor¬ 
mity with the question about all worlds. So Bhamatikara 
•ays that the reply is interprated in accordance with the 
queitiop, 4^hd if according to reply the question is to be 
interpreted then there.is mutual interdependence. 

Coming to the Adyaiti point of view, if i« some 
thing (fqfsasB) qualified with attributes that cannot be 
3rq>r or endless. For has an end. If Shudha Brahma 

is Akasba then we cannot attribute to him such qualities as 

Besi,des the mark ipeptipped in the Sutra is not reajly 
to be found in Bfj^hman. If on the other hand that mark 
is unreal or mithya then Brahmatva proved by it also is 
false or mithya. Then what the Purvapakshce says would 
be prpYed. tQ. b,e .true. 

.Raghayendra qdds.a npte here* -Some fpoli.sh talk is 
indulged in .that, as in t^e Shruti ,3rr^,[ 51 r.fr it is 

physical sky that is the cause of wipdi so also here in 
STJ^W a)^So it is physical sky that is meant- 

But this sn^I^r is the cause of all and has the characteristic 
(of shiva) and hence it is shiva that is different from th^ 
great sky who is called by the werd Akasha. 

This idea is repudiated by the argument that th^ 
physical &ky ;is thfr.causp fpr all physical .things. And this 
Akashai.s fo^fd .in.,apppi^tion to ^e syprd Ananta which 
ii among the three names of Vishnu, (ar^.^cT, aai 
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The couception of a shiva being the uDiversarcause 
runscounter to the Smdti'Tsrsar: Many state¬ 

ments quoted in Bhaahya contradict; this thought. All 
marks arc proved by Bhashya to refer to Vishnu alone. 

fTtlfstti; Supplies all connections* 

3I»tTWsrf(i5r»Tl^»T; supplies .all connections, 

shows Shastra Sahgati; 5r4f«r*r shows Adhyaya 
Sangati; aT?u^ sffirsiTn:^: shows Pada Sangali. 

PRANADHIKARANAM 

SUTRA : Praha is Vishnu for the same reason ^ 
only. For having the mark .of Shreepatitva—^ 
(for being the Lord of Shree)- 

BHASHYA : Oh Vishnu! Because ybu will 
give, have given and gave great joy to Prajapati; 
(Therefore you are full of perfect joy. Becahse 
you actuated nine gods (of senses), and you 
actuate and you will do>oi therefore you are said 
to be Prana, 

Thus by the use of the, word (’Tirst: ‘great 

delight’ Prana is said to be full of bliss. 

Prana who is said to be full of bliss shall 
have to be Mukhya Vayu, 6h acepuht of its 
well known popularity. 
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But this is not so. Because Vishnu alone is 
Prana. 

On account of the clear mark of Vishnu. 
“Shree and Lakshmi are both your wives. The 
deities of day and night (the sun and the moon) 
are by the side.'’ This and others are his 
(invariable) mark). 

Thus ends Pradhanadhikarana* 


BHAVADEEPA : ' Raghavendra appreciates the note 
•made dy Tecka about the arrangement of the Adhikarana. 
Here the Sutra itself is stated at the beginning. And Ragha¬ 
vendra notes that this should be the arrangement everywhere. 
For the Sutra that is to be commented upon, must be 
declared at the beginning. Afterwards the subject matter 
and other things should be mentioned. No doubt in some 
places thoughtrlinks arc supplied first. And that is to 
facilitate the understanding of the readers. Hence one 
should not be rash enough to declare that the present one 
is no new Adhikarana because there is no thought-lipk and 
other things. 

Now this Adhikarana is connected with Anandamayadhi- 
karana and the topic- statements are also conn- 

. ected. In that Adhikarana Vishnu was said to be fully 
blissful. And here also some Prana is said to be 
ill the same,meaning, wwv jn Bbashya means 

when derived from or af sf.'cT stioi: 

• refer to jfiui with whose help all beings breathe. If this 



Prana is some body other than Vishnu^ then Anahdamaya 
also would be some one else. For unexcelled perfect joy 
belongs to only one 9|r) and not to two. 

Therefore who is that Purnananda should be settled. 

Vayu is Mukhya Prana and he is the Prana according 
to PurvaPaksha. For he is heard so in Shruti. But there 
is the Linga like in favour of Vishnu- But this 

Linga is not exclusive. All Jeevas including Prajapati 
depend for all their pleasures upon Kfiikhya Prana. And 
even Lakshmipatitva can be adjusted some how through 
derivation to qualify Mukhyavayu. There is no other 
Linga that is exclusively applicable to Vishnu which is able 
to counter-act Shruti of Vayudeva, 

But even admitting exclusiveness of Linga referring to 
Vishnu, and admitting Prana Shruti without being scathed 
by any contradiction, they place Purva Paksha on a sound 
basis by declaring PranaShruti to be exclusively referring to 
to Prana or Vayu. For Prana is not found to refer to 
Vishnu anywhere by convention. 

But there is one objection The chief Vayu Is invisible 
and therefore how can one prove positive concomitance of 
Life and Vayu and negative concomitance of absence of Vayu 
and absence of Life. Biit though perception cannot help 
the invariable concomitance of Vayu and Life to be proved; 
yet verbal testimony can prove it. Both Shruti and Smriti 
uphold this view. 

Now Shidhanti begins his attack, sfrvf?^ means Prana 
is Vishnu only. For he is said to be the Lord of Laksbmi. 
Id the reading is But 
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is another.reading in another branch. Vishnu isicnownto 
have only one wife. But there arc two names on account of 

the difiference : of place she occupies. Shree occupies 
Vishnu’s ch^t and: La^hmee occupies, bis lap. But in 
Tattvapradeepa gr^Tfsr^Tiefl: whlie Lakhmee resorts to Ws 
chest. This is the traditional view; and a verse is quoted 
fo corroborate this view- 

The Linga of is powerful on account of 

its exclusive reference to Vishnu, as expressed byqsr iu the 
Sutra and explained by Sudha to that effect. For Laksh- 
mee and other words have no other referents than 
Vishnu and it is not right to push aside the prominent 
meaning to give place to an unimportant Sense.Besides it 
: should not be derived to mean, a mean iheaning. Prana 

is clearly and unequivocally used with reference to 
Vishnu in Shruti. In Kathaka it is Stated thatfrr^oj ^ 

51 where refers to Vishnu. For just before 

that, it is stated where the word 

and after that, in the word refers to 

Vishnu- carries the parallel meaning. 

No doubt here the two forms of Mukhya Prana are 
said to be only subordinate to the Lord and not the 
cause of life on the world. On the other hand Prana 
is denied that attribute But Prana is said to have fiye 
functichs and there Mukhya Prana is admitted 

to be the cause of life. But Prana is not given a free 
hand in that work Taking the support of Vishnu Prana 
engages himself in the operation of life. Life operates 
chiefliy at the suggestion and guidance of Hari through 
'Prana- 
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f, T V ^Ther#for$ the Sutra tuns as^ ‘^ar^r: rTcr? PraBa- is that 
j'C'^isJmu.) r'oniy-;i«ei. all -words ireferring' to intefiial senses 
ii'mean ^chief!Vishnuj ii^Prana is^ the ©hief ■ among' them, -and 
‘^'’ha^the niark fotmierlyobjeGted t^ 'Hence the Word’"Pirana 
‘■^s nitntion'ed bodiliy in the^Sutra,' ' 

TANTRADEEPIKA : In this Adhifcaraua (Prahadhi- 
karana,) all the words, meaning.^•^ehses or^ JnteEnal organs 
(ar^^Rii) ate shown to refet; to Vishnu Prana iS; m?|ntioned 
^s.the chief among them and,.imply|hg tlje wholCigrpup.. In 
‘ShVuti it is, stat^^ srnn: and '.that gpir. (aisT^rSIW:) is 
, Brahma paly and;,not Midthya Pcapa by,CQny,etttipn.,:5Vliy ? 
,;Only, for that, . reason(Shree & Lakhsmee 
f are your,;wiyas). ri-Qft aceouQ.t of.sr^ffl'TFrrfW. The^word 
tin the Sutra suggests the excIusiveBess^ of the above' Linga 
ioirKiarkj- ; ;■ 


'nVaYA MliKtAVAli 

■oi 'U--/ -■ ■ P; i? 

JTTW; 


In this Adhikarana too thereis assimilative connection 
bringing the old intoVoperation in a new context. 

'hew pi;ima faCei view is raised it is ’ the :ConDec|igp|of 
oounter-ihstahee,, or it .is the link of discuss.iph in the^fder 

’b^'S'h■ruti,"" ' ‘ J:-. "■ 


, In ,it is heard the 

..whether t,his Prana;is IVIukhya, Yayu.TOr ;yishnu, 
jPahslia is that Prana is.;Mukhya y,ayu—. .1) because there, is 
convention to that effectj 2) No doubt exclusive Lihiga ; is 
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r against: it yet -tbeTe : is no / Contention for rRrana to ,me.aQ 
Vishnu; 3) The chief Vayu is the,cause, of iife' in bejpgs on 
the evidence of Shruti and Smriti; Now this Vayu is the 
%6dy of Mukhya F’fan.a; and is the cause of life as the body 
' bf ibe poster is the ckiise of pot. Hence Prana is not Vishnu, 
This is Purva:Paksha. 

Now 'tfe Sidhahta is that Prinahas the invarmble arid 
"exclusive iriafk^pf which cannot be set aside* 

Besides there is the pronoun ‘your’ in as in 

and (inimortality) is heard of him 

. Now about Muk.hya Prana being the cause of life both 
. by positive and negative eoncomitance between them-- 
Vayu being the h^ of Klukhya Prana and in the same 
rrianner Mukhya Praha too is the body of Vishnu, whateye'* 
is invariably cohcomitaht with Mukhya Praha is so with 
Vishnu also. Praha is'said to bh sTfif: theretore 



is Vishnu both by derivation and convention. In 

^ is Shree only on the Strength of this another 

Shruti. 

The purpose for this discussion is that was 

doubted to belong some q^rvftrr which means This 

i?T^r*fl 5 r is ^ophted to: be Prana,or; Vayu and, then proved 
to: be Vishnu. .And AnandaMaya also is Vishnu. 



.TATTyAMANJARIrr- it is not reasonable to say in 
Anandahji.ayadhikaraha that Bfahina or Vishnu is Purna- 
jUanda or,perfectly,-blissful. For jn Prana, ,is 

stated to be Mahabhogaror Puraananda, And this Prana 
iitt Pppuiar. parlance is known to be: Mukhya Prana :.It .is 
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self cbiitradictbfy to state'ttat two are perfeGt1y4>iissfttlv’To 
this the rejoinder is “sRTtp’ srw:”. ‘ ' ■' 

It is interpreted as in Anuthashya. This 
means ‘Cause of I-ifc’ ^q'^l^;. By implication, JPxana 
having all qualities of Atma like ‘giver of life’, 

is chjiefly Vishnu only. Therefore all Adhyatma words' like 
Brana which, popularly connote other thing than Vishpu 
refer to Vishnu alone and not to hlukhya Prana. 

Why? ail the qualities described here 

belong to Vishnu only. describes his being 

the husband of Shree and Lakshmee. 
describes his being the sustainer of the world. Hence ill 
the qualities in this contexl belong to Vishnu Why jo? 
Because ,(g;5^qT?W?r:) srr’»rTlflf in the rernaining part 

of the sentence^, Nava dev,as . imply that he is the cause ,pf 
life of all beings; and has mastery over the cause (of all 
beings) inhering in others. In the place pfgrq, gqgr 
is used in order to suggest that the word Prana refers to 
Hari through Mahayoga mode of interpretation The word 
shows that it refers most primarily to Vishnu alone. 

PRAKASHA— Prana as the implicator of sal) 
Adhyatmika words is shown to refer to Vishnu. The 
connecting link is or extension of the previous rule 

' to the present context The cause of applicatidn of the 
word Prana is the caUSe of life* This by’ positive ^d 
negative concomitance to be fouhd in'Vayu. So the wOfd 
Prana refers: to Vayu; and not to Vishnu. This is- 'the 
additional doubt and by the extension of the rule of Anvaya 
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Vyatire’ a this doubt is clewed. But if Prana ^is 'defierent 
from Vishiiu (itt sm:) Mahabhoga also is dkerent 
arid Anaudamay^ also ii different. If this is the Porva 
FakShri’ then Siddhanta is nothing morfe thari the solution of 
this. 

But the reverse of this also can be proved. For Brahma 
was formerly ascertained to be Vishnu; who was determined 
to be Anandainaya. Now this Anandamaya is Purnaiianda. 
The Present Prana is said to be Purbananda. Therefore it 
is easily proved that Prana is Vishnu. Hence this cannot b® 
the purpose- 

But this is not reasonable- For Linga in favour of 
Vishnu has easy references to others while Pranati Shruti is 
exclusive in references to Vavu- Even theword Brahma 
some how can be made to refer to Mukhya Prana. And 
according to rule of Purva Paksha, the word Brahma, being 
heard in association with Prana Shruti which refers to others 
may be referred to other than Vishnu or to Vayu., 

Again an objection might be raised. If this Prana is 
other than Vishnu here, ( srriT: ) then in 
stTVT% f«r5U Prana might be other than Vishnu. No doub. 
thus objecting (npiririT) and explaining that objection 
would be a sound purpose. Then why should one take 
recourse to a round about way throuah the objection or 
But the former cowld depend himself by saying 
that grt?# siT«r: was not chosen because here there is np 
possibility of collecting a multitude of and there 

no special reason could be adduced. Hence that objection 
wa$ not raised. 
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;^tut ,this is not,a sonnd.reply. .For'a! thaog settled an 
one place, if there is no opposition, holds.good everywherte. 
But there is opposition because it refers to Vishnu. . Yet , 
reference to Vishnii is not a settled; fact. iM^y notbej! but 
Brahma is said to be the resort of the released souls; nnd 
this constitutes a sound opposition. But this mark of 
Brahma may refer to other things elsewhere alsp as here,, . 

Even this be true in the Sutra it is veTbally: said that the 
objection is baaed on Anandamaya and ihence the.objfectidn 
is raised through That is why Bh'ashya has-adopted 

this course of objection and reply- • • 

^^'This is not the only reason; Raghavendra adds by 
' implication another reason* If the objection is not raised 
through then is settled to be afn 

exclusive attribute of Vishhii. Then it is but natural that 
Vishnu alone might be doubted to be Praha. There'Should 
be hb scope for such a doubt. There is objectioh based bn 
in order to show that JT^TThTcW is also ah attri¬ 
bute of Vayu. 

■ ■ --.1 

Here it was bbjected that Vishnu was Prana on account 
' of his being Anandamaya. Hence it is hot a 'repctitibn' 
Nor the word Prana has reference to both Vayu and Visnhu’ 
For there was an objectionraised agains-t .’findingsthe Cause 
of application of Pranadn Vishnu. 

Now the topic is discussed. The doubt is whether Prana 
is Mukhya Vayu or Brahiha. Raghavendra ‘prepales the 
course of thinking and presents it.' dt mukcbtiSideted 
whether Prana is Mukhya Vayu or Brahma. - Do you find 
the invariable marks of Brahma to prove itS'being Brahma, 



in Prana ociaot? For that purpose there is the eonsi^eration 
ot When Prana is other than Vishnu, and 

there is no mark of fitahma hi it t6 prove- its Brahmatva* 
Prana is Vayu :QhIyy;ljrh5s ;is Purva Paksha Phala; '-When 
Prana does iiot;Eefer^to Vayu: then; there is surely the mark' 
of Bralimav i And the result'is Bvahma in Sidhanta. ^ Ji - - 

i^ere the process of Putva Paksha runs thus, . The word; 
PfKha popularly refers to Vayn only and hence Prana is. 
Vayu only, and not Vishnu. No doubt by exclusive marks 
the ;p6piiiar usage.is rendered null and void; - yet the bause 
of;application of theiword Prana is ‘the cause of Life’ and 
that is by.positive.and negative concomitance is invariably 
fOundiiin'Mayu;alone;-! This is- an additional doubt •which’ 
raises the Eriniafaciei5view of the subject. v ( 


Blit this is hot reasonable. For we must thinL in Purva 
Paksha: if praria is itrsentient or physical Vayu or -the deity ’ 
Mukhya. Vayu. The- fifsi one is of ho use ♦- For yoii riahhot 
addrc' s ah inseo-tieht ot lifeless Vayu as rri'jflWp' ‘^ybu. 


were Prah'h;*'' But there' is suc^^ address to Lifeles§^ 
‘ O^adhi’ as’ This Oshadhf in bur Sihnahth” 

refeas to 'thd ‘Presiding deity over Oshadh'i'. And in 
Meemamsaj / wheceveri insentient! Plants or istones areic^l led 


for protectioniii-i.iionly: to intstil energy- in the activity ’ lo 


Nbr the second alterhative of ^ukhya Prana is, found 
teriribleTbi- ift'd ii'sfehn nothing but the mbdificatioh of VayA' 
by ifts'preieTicc iaihfd^ ibbehCe; audLence aS there ii nV^speciaF* 
presence and absehee! pfrliie - aaodification of Vayu which-* 
would rhake :iUMuKhya Vayu. Besides Praha br- Vayh'iini^ht ’ 
be accepted as hnsehtieht- hhd i just as'- Akasha^ thou-^^^ 
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insentient is attributed with Bjissfulness and other things. 
S,o also Vayu though insentient might be ^addressed* to, 
taking into consideration its presiding deity. 

fi,ut this rsort of,argument would bring hornet’s nest-of 
counter argoments. To.all this the Purva Pakshaikara replies 
convincingly. The alternative of jada or being insentient he 
would not accept. The other alternative of being senticn* 
he would accept. And the objections raised against it.are 
squarely met with. 

: No doubt we cannot perceive the absence of Mpkhya 
Prana (who is impereeptible) for the presence and absence 
of; life. Yet Vedlc statements like— ‘When that Prana 
^ters. he stood up’ and 'when the Prana departs iheTell 
down’— would prove^that-Prana isiMukhyasVayu. 

But in the Sutra srWc<r«lT*itFtncr a sirisr or rule is 
followed. by-which Prana isrproved to be Vishnu and not 
Makbya Vayu. This Sutra comes at the endjof this Pada.The 
Sidhanta of tti^t 8utra is based on this Sutras Therefore 
it is not,possible to counter;ar.gue the. Purva .Pak^a of this 
Sutra on the strength of the Sidhanta of that-Sutra. So the 
doubt that Prana is Vishnu cannot be raised at this stage. 

If.priorityiand •posteriority are not taken into account 
one will be reduced to absurdity of theTollowing type. Tn 
the is established and in Bhavadhikarana 
after.a .doubt is entertained whether the j!)[i.|^au$ of that 
is; the. sense of or the ;sense of the name, a Sidhanta 

iS |to be arrived.at..Before that a prima faciewiew that there 
iSi no Phala cannot .be entertained at all. Because in :Swarga 
Karnadhikarana^-Phala w.ould be established. 
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So:long PraDa was considered Mukhya Prana on: the 
ground that he is sthe^cause of life on the evidence of the 
verba! statement, -according to Teeka. Now according .to 
S udha Mukhya Prana;iscohsidercd the cause of life on-the 
strength of perception. For ju^t as the body of the .potter 
is the cause of the pot by the law of invariable concomi¬ 
tance (both pp^itiye and negative); So also Vayui the-, 
physical body of Mukhya Prana is the cause of life by the 
same law. of invariable, concomitance. Concomitance of 
body is perceptible and hence the one possessing body, 
is easily known to. be the cause. This also proves that Teeka 
and Sudha concur in producing the evidence of perception 
in respect pf Mukhya .Vayu being the cause of life. For 
the word is used in Teeka which means known 

thrbngh perception. Stnrities ard quoted there as additional 
eVidenertfces adduced to prove'Prana to be Mukhya V'iyij. 
But Prana is riot Brahma. For Brahma is Sarvagata 
or ubiqiiitous and disChi'Bbdied (^iT# 

TherefofC'the a'hfsdiice Of life in us is not due to absence“of 
Brahma or his body: ' - : 

But: in A.fehar.f dl^.^kar 4 tia» Brahma is going tO; be stated 
atomic* :.'Hynce.hjiSrab^hjCe might a? .well cause.the absence. 
ofJLi.fe*; •Thi? ohjection is not sound. , For the, absence of. 
life requires.atpinicness unaccompanied by ubiquity. 

In some, places no doubt, Brahma is. stated , to have 
body when his immanence is tp.be stated. But this embodied, 
ness is not real but figurative and absence of a figurative 
body^datfrio’tCahsd'the ’absence of Life iri tis. 

But another dbjeCtibn is raised. In exit 

of Life is ihehtidhed; ^ "Fro exit Prana 




is considered to be Vayu onily. But next to that, PfUna is 
described as having perfect happiness* And that exit ia thus 
possible even with Vishnu. And hence Praha is VishnU' 
only: and by his absence, the absence of life might be 
caused. 

This objection is repudiated by stating that Vishnu or 
Brahma, by his potential power of infinite extensiveness 
though remains in the' body yef by Ws' assumed and ‘ 
manifested atomic nature puits the body. ' Therefore "the 
absence of Vishnu either prrceptible or vet bally' warfahted 
does hot cause the absence' of Life. Theirefore it is ' cdhclti-'‘ 
sively proved that by the presence or absence of Vi'shhti the 
presence or absehce of Life can be said to be ca'osed."'' ' ’ 

. Therefore Brahma cannpt claim to be-the: causfc of Life > 
Nor any pjther subordinate to Brahma, is .the can?? 
of Life Therefore Prana is: Mukhy 4 , yaytt-oh and he. 
happens to be perfectly .blissful Hepce the addir,.., 

tional dotibt based on the invariable, .coqcomitance 'bothy- 
positive and negative) is perfectly justified. ^ 

Now the Sidhaiita or conclusion‘begins‘ fephdiatin'g the 
Prima facie view. Biit 'though there'is nbfhihg tO be fou'hd 
aS basis in the Sutr'a for this repudiatioh; ' yet' 

has this impiiciatidh. First Us ehtertaracd in A^^ 
khyana, the doubt that Vishnu is hot the cauSe of life by 
invariable concomitance is taken up fdr'cbh^ideratibn. ' 

Now the Sidhanta is .that just .as Vayu being .ijhe bgdy 
of Prana, Mukhya Vayu becomes the cause of life on 
account of thp invariable ppaCjamitahce, in tlie same manner 
Mukhya Vayu also is the body of Vishau and is invariably 
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concomitaat with Life; Amd hence Vishnu also is the 
Cause of Life, 

This point of View removes the objection that Vishnu 
being disembodied, his absence cannot be proved in our 
bodies. For Prana is body and hence (when Prana departs) 
there is his abieoce in our body- 

Now the doubt that in our body there cannot be liis 
absence because Vishnu is ubiquitous, is considered in 
Bhumadhikarana. The explanation is that Vishnu is 
potentially ubiquitous but when there is no life in the 
body Vishnu is not there in the special form actually. 

Thus so long the cause of application of the word 
Prana is ‘The cause of life’. And that is shown to be 
found in Vishnu. Now according to Teeka, this cause 
of life though found with some other than Vishnu; yet 
it is found under the control of Vishnu. F( r it Is only 
the undisputed and unshared authority over the cause 
of life that is Prana' Bhagavan alone can be such a 
source of life without being contested by any body. 

But if Prana is Vishnu then Laxraee and ®theTs 
would be the wives of Prana. But this is not a sound 
objection. For there are many words like “Lakshmee, 
Shree and Hree” And they are not used in composition 
as wives of Prana. 

Now Prana, as stated in shruti, refers to the famous 
Prana. Does that mean that Prana refers to Vayu or to 
Brahma ? Purva Paksfaakara argues that Prana refers to 
Vayu for the following reasons— 1) It has conventional 
reference to the famous Prana 2) Prana refers to Vayu 
at the begiuoing where n« eppositiou has yet arisen. 
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3) Brahma is referred to at the end where it is already 
set with contradictory statements hence this is poor in 
strength. Therefore Prana Is Mukhya Vayu 

Prana at the beginning, no contradictory statement 
being in operation, is enquired— “What is that deity ? % 
Hence Prana is some Seatient Devata. So he is Brahma. 
If by Rudhi or Convention Prana is made to refer to 
Vayu; the answer will not be in conformity with the 
question. For it is stated that all beings enter into Prana. 
In Vayu, entrance of all beings is not consistent- Hence 
Prana refers to: Brahma only 

Another objection that all this has already been dis¬ 
cussed in Akashadhi Katana and that hence it should 
not have been again started, is met with the statement 
that a deeper doubt has actuated the writer to enter in¬ 
to this new Adhi Karaha. 

In JRT w all Bhutas are stated to enter 

into Prana and get themselves absorbed in it- But 
VcfTf«T states that the Bhutas get absorbed into 
Brahman When this doubt arises proves that 

at the time of sleep all Bhutas enter into Prana- One cannot 
object that this sleep statement does not refer to the'Tamous 
Prana. At the time of sleep the function of.Jife has not 
stopped, but the funciiou of senses has ceased. And at the 
time of waking up, the senses again begin to function. 
Hence perception and inference both agree with what is 
stated; and we cannot state' that the sleep statement is not 
about the great Vayu. v 

But sleep statement describes (jrsrTfi^srj absor¬ 
ption of senses into Praha while describes the 
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entrance of Bhutas or elements into Brahma. So how oii 
is related with the other ? 

There is no such incongruity between the twp, because 
the senses are essentially made up of elements and so even 
in sleep statement absorption of elements is ultimately 
meant. 

One is prone to make a nice distinction that in Prastava 
Vakya(ncft^ it is stated that all elements get 

absorbed into Brahman and hence sleep-statement should 
be led in purport so as to conform to Prastava Vakya- 

But sleep statement is strongly endorsed by perception 
and inference and hence not only easily Over rides the claims 
of Prastava Vakya, but leads it to follow the import of 
sleep-statement and ultimately concludes that' all elements 
get absorbed into Prana. This is the additional doubt 
considered here. 

But it is again objected that this is not an additional 
doubt, Eor just as on the strength of sleep-statement, the 
famous Prastava Vakya is said to refer to the great Prana; 
So also formerly by the force of Sambhuta Vakya, in the 
sentence the Akasha means ‘the elements’. Such 

a doubt may arise. Therefore this is not an additional 
doubt. 

This objection is not fair. For the sentence U'lU; 

is not corroborated by other evidences. Hence according 
to it H'srfN’TtTiftt does not refer to the physical 

sky which is the cause of Vayu only. This is the additiona 
doubt; and this is cleared in the following manner. The 
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sentence is powerful and powerless 

according as it has been endorsed or not by other evidences 
Therefore the sleep-statement is not powerful. Hence 
according to it the Prastava Vakya does not refer to Prana. 
But according to which constitutes the sure sign of 

Brahma that sleep-stateinent refers to Brahma. 

A man-made statement depends Tor its strength on 
corroboration of other evidences. But in Apoursheya Vakya 
which is not open to doubt strength apd weakness do not 
depend upon the presence or absence of corroboration. 
Therefore Bhamatikara also upheld this view- 

But this is not just. For iu: the Porvapaksha when it 
was asked if Prana were to be insentient Vayu, was 

used in its context and is %g‘fr or, sentient.' And: 

the presiding deity of may be sentient. 

But this “^supposition runs counter to Bhamatikara’s 
elucidation of Purva Paksha that Vayu undergoes modi¬ 
fication iiito five functions and that Prana is justified in 
being its materiaF cause. As there is no corroborating 
evidences to sleep^statement either Purvapaksha or Sidhanta 
cannot be based upon it. 

Bhamatikara contends that there is corroborating 
evidence to the sleep-statement For the senses get absorbed 
into Prana, as prana is functioning even in sleep; While 
the senses are defunct. That which has ceased to function 
enters and gets absorbed in that which is functioning, like 
the one.that is accepted commonly. Thus inference is the 
corroborating evidence. 
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But in the same manner also commands 

corroborative evidence and stands stronger. Hence no 
question of weakness arises. Besides, it may not be objected 
that there is no corroborative evidence to Brahman being 
the receptacle for the absorption of the Bhutas though there 
is evidence to its being the material cause of those elements' 

This is not fair. For there is no necessity of such an 
evidence. Because the real evidence is ihat it is a material 
cause which is the real• receptacle for absorption. Besides 
there is no concomitance that a non operating thing gets 
absorbed into an operating thing, for want of an instance. 
And this is fallacious reasoning For in the sleep-state 
God is there functioning in ihe body and yet the senses are 
not considered to get absorbed into Him. Or a common 
sense fallacy of this sort of reasoning might be shown. A 
hand dagger that is active ts not the receptable of absorption 
in it of a sword that is idle in the scabbard. 

Again ‘‘which is that deity ? It is Anna," “that deity 
depends upon Pratihara " Now this Anna and others are 
seen as different from Brahman. In the same way Prana 
also is some thing different from Brahma, This is a new 
doubt, newly solved This is the topical sentence quoted 
in tbePurva Adhikarana. I 

. I I sTi'ni I ^Tfcr- 

I STfirnifcr ” Thus Dalbhya replied when asked by 
Shalavatya, that Swarga was the »t%. But his reply was 
considered baseless and hence his view was discarded. Then 
Dalbhya again asked the question ^RfcT:’ and 

‘w was the answer given by Shalavatya to Dalbhya 
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His view also was discarded by Jaibili. Then Shalavatya 
asked And the reply was ffcT 

Here an objection is raised- In statements like 
there are no marks of Brahma. And lieice they do not find 
any support; and they were discarded. Swarga and other 
statements too have no references to Brahman. But Akasha 
has been the cause of all Bhuthas or elements; and this is 
surely a mark of Brahman, or abundant repetition 

comes to settle the meaning if i here is any doubt. Here 
there is no doubt 

So here also ‘the elements enter* which is a sure mark 
of Brahman Let this also refer to Brahman- Because both 
the cases are similar. Hence there is no additional doubt 
according to the arrangement of Adhikarana of Bhamatikara. 
And hence the method of Sidhatitakara according to him 
also is refutable. The Prastava Statement should follow 
either sleep-statemeht or causal statement ( 

^3Tfh.) If mere “entrance of Bhutas” is the determinant 
factor it is merely the repetition of the former statement* 
Though both the statements are awhorless yet 

according to the Purvap'akshi the sleep-statement being 
endorsed by another evidence should be followed. Therefore 
in the Bhamatikara’s arrangement of Adhikarana the 
Prastava Vakya refers to the famous Prana and hence the 
Prima facie view of the Pirvapakshi stands uucontradicted. 
This is the rule of common sense view. But the corrobora-* 
tive evidence if invalid cannot render the original Instrument 
va'id. For this invalidity roust be defined. Does that mean 



merely letting know what is known ( 3 rT?rT* 73 K«f) or the need 
of some other evidence to corroborate- 


A decisive definition of validity is oifered to show what 
is invalidity. Uncontroadicted nature of the subject matter 
which is what is exacdly meant by correspondence 
is validity and not, as others define it, the knowledge of an 
unkuown thing. 


So, now some had argued that once a thing had been 
proved to be true by a valid instrument of knowledge; then 
no corroborative evidence was necessary. But this is not 
warranted. For even when v;ell proved, its reliability might 
be doubted and the corroborative evidence might clear tha^ 
doubt and keep its validity beyond doubt. 


As regards the second alternative of the necessity of 
some other evidence to corroborate the validity, the sleep* 
Statement does not require the aid 

other evidences to express its meaning. But there is happily 
by chance a corroborative evidence springing up. This doe® 
not prove its need of a corroborative evidence. 


Thus the argument continues till the Chandrikara 
reaches the conclusion that the interpretation of the 
Adhikarana as found by others is hot satisfactory. Then he 
takes up for critical review the interpretation by Ramanuja, 
In the statement Prana is referred to as the 

source of all dispensations of the world. It is doubted 
whether this Prana is the famous Prana or Paramatman. 
Prinia facie view is that Prana is the famous Prana. But the 
Stdhanti contends that insentient thiiigs Uke stones and 



wood never depend upon Prana. Kence this runs against 
?iTrfjT ^mfsT srivrirsrarrr^^^^f^’- For the word 
or all is used here.’ 

This sort of Puryapaksha is not justified For the 
Purvapakshakara never raises a doubt that all depend on the 
Prana for their activity. Because the^Purvapakshakar has 
seen with his own eyes bodies that depend upon Prana for 
their activities, as well as bodies that do not depend upo^ 
Prana for their activities. 

JYOTIRADHIK ARANA 
BHASHYA : 

(By the sentence in Matravarna 
’ETlTttf’ who knows one placed in the cavei some 
one placed in the Cavity was referred to,‘My ears 
turn away; so also my eyes from the light that is 
placed in the heart- My mind wandered far 
away. Poor as I am in understanding, what shall 
I say or thick of that light ’ Thus some light is 
referred* That light is easilv understood to be 
. Agni, because the hymn is dedica,ted to Agni and 
is also popularby known to be so. Therefore it 
said 

(I-2-:14) 

That which is expressed by the word 
is Brahma only and not anything else. Forljeacs 
and eyes are said to wander away- 
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BHAVADEEP 

Just before in the Sutra some jf^terof 

contained in which the thing that was kept 

in the cavity of the heart was itself That itself is 

called 3jfl%; in The preposition is connec¬ 

ted with the verb (root), trgira: is q^q^:; there is jpq after 
and this qri is the modification of fqffrt accent and 
means ‘excess’. ^ artsfl: though one word consists of two 
parts; and they must be seperately construed . g<5«s 

with “Because the mind wanders away therefore 

I am poor in understanding”. But in Tattvapradeepa it is 
construed differently, taking gt: and ari^: together. 
‘ Having an all round and for reaching comprehension, 

‘If this Jyoti is Agni shows this Adhikarana to be an 
objection to the previous oiie.Purvapaksha is Jyoti is ‘Agni’* 
Jyoti means merely ‘antagonist to darkness’; but here it hag 
the mark of being placed in the heart and there is also 
(cq{ffi#^rqf 5 )the Shruti; Hence there is no scope for the other 
meaning (than Agni). So it is Agni, on account of its 
popular vogue (Only when no discrimination of power of 
connotarion is taken into consideration). Here Purvapaksha 
is mainly based on Shruli and the context of Agni Sukta is 
cited only as additional strength 

Here a doubt arises. If this Jyoti Shrtui has Agni for 
;its deity, by the rule of immanence the deity is Vishnu who 
is immanent in Jyoti; if on the other hand Jyoti Is some 
physical thing, then by the rule made use of in the 
Akashadhikarana Jyoti isViishnu, 
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Purvapaksbi replies that though Shruti gives scope for 
difiFerent interpretation, no one can challenge the anthchti* 
city and publicity of this Sukta as AgniSukta and not Vishnu 
Sukta. The great teachers of Veda have maintained this 
Vogue and it can in no way be explained away- Thus Sukta 
is exclusively Agni Sukta- and other things should 

be made to qualify only Aght and not Vishnu, 

Now Sidhanta begins:— Sutra 

shoud be read with cl^, Jyeti is Vishnu only. (Because 
Bhashya interprets Sutra so as to reduce 
the Sutra statement to syllogistic form. Jyotl is Paksha and 
Yisnhu is Sadhya and is Hetu. Bhashya 

further shows that hetu and Sadhya are found together in 
the Paksha, which makes the path to conclusion easy* 

In the Sutra mere is used without the suffix {% 

a proposition. Its propriety is explained in Chandrika. 
Now in Shruti qgrJT is the first mention- (T he root fijr 
mentioned among and others belongs to lOth 

conjugation. and tjjff we gel qfjrt, along with ears. 

So it is (going away from ears and others)- 

But this is not mentioned in the Sutra- How the ears going 
away from Light is not clear. While ; is 

closely associated in the Shruti; and it is the importatht 
activity of the mind. So, doe.s arise in the context a* 
all and 'q'tq- is used in the Sutra. iS 

Here Purvapaksha is based on Shruti and Prakaraifik* 
How this can be rebutted rherely by Linga? When Sh^Sti 
and Linga are both equivocal, the same, pure and uneqcfi- 
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vocal, are more powerful- This is the law of interpretation 
well worked out in Nyayavivarana. Applying the same 
rule here we decide under the guidance of Asmarathya (in 
the coming Sutra), that what is called Agni Sukta formally 
devoted to Agni; but it . is really consecrated to Vishnu 
presiding over Agni. No doubt in popular parlance it is 
declared to be not a Vishnu Sukta; because it is not: titled 
so or it is the common ignorance of the people. But any 
how it is not due to the fact that .Vishnu is ' not described 
there in. Or the case may be decided according to the rule 
of inner controlling power- 

To the objection that the Shruti is accepted as Agni 
■Sukta by common convention; hence if at all to be accepted 
as formally referring to Vishnu and not mainly,' the reply 
is that the cause of spplication of the word Jyoti is Light 
which is most comprehensively true with Vishnu; either 
because it is its inherent quality, or even when it belongs to 
others, Vishnu has lindispated authority over it. Both 
Smrities and Sliruties support amply both these a.spects of 
theory; and thus prove the(Vedic) convention by abundance 
of usage of Jyoti referring t® Vishnu. 

Thus ^t'>TTr>TsrTiTl?r .means that there is the mention of 
exclusive mark of Charana. By logical implication it 
means that ‘on account of the respective exclusive marks 
mentioned in the different Shruties.‘ 

o . 0 o 

NYAYA MUKTAVALI 

Purvapeksha is raised in a different manner; so 
this Hole is called counter instance; or the link is based 
< on Shruti process. .In the Shruti same 
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is cited. The doubt is whether this Is Agni or Vishnu. 
Purvapeksha is that it is Agni. For Jyoti Shruti is Cod‘ 
veationally accepted as devoted to Agni. Though Jyot' 
only means ‘dispeller of darkness’ yet because it is placed 
in the cavity of the heart and there is Shruti 
where Agni is explicitly expressed and it is not applied 
to any thing else. As formerly Shruti is not- cotradicted 
by exclusive Linga. For there is much difference between 
the two. Prana Shruti is not countenanced by Vayu 
Sukta; while this Shruti is favoured by Agni Sukta (in 
the form of context) 

An objection is raiseed against this Purvapaksha* 
Suppose the Shruti refers to elements or according to 
rule of Akashanaya it refers to some deity. Then they 
create occasion for reference to Vishnuj and when Agni 
is Vishnu, Agni Sukta also is Vishnu Sukta, Thus by 
exclusive Linga both of them are contacted. 

This is not fair, for the Linga 'placed in the cavity 
of the heart’ being equivocal yield to other interpretations 
and hence is refuted by both of them' Take for in¬ 
stance your supposition that Agni Sukta is Vishnu Sukta. 
No doubti as mentioned in the Sutra 
(1-2-29) the rule can still arrange to make a distiuction 
like ‘this is, Agni Sukta’ ‘this is Vayu Sukta’, But still it 
cannot ex jlain the popular convention- ‘This is Agni Sui ta 
and not Vishnu .Sukta’. Therefore Sukta is Niravakesha 
or exclusive or unequivocal and does not yield to another 
naming. So the Purvapaksha now stands unassailable. 

The Sidhanta calmly yet steadily begins its work of 
couter attack. The Shruti shows the un 
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limited richness of attributes like ‘inaccessi¬ 

bility to ears’; andv the' Shruti T^tiTistrrr asserts that this 
uhiimitedly rich attribute crowns Vishnu exclusively. Jyoti 
in the form of ‘efFulgence’ is an inherent quality of 
Vishnu; And if found with others, is under his control- 
confrms this usage of Jyoti. Besides the 
Sutra (1-4-14) proves that this effulgence is purely a Vishnu 
Light. The charge that popular convention that AgniSukta 
is VishnuSukta cannot be explained, is based on general 
ignorance; And the exclusive Linga successfully repudiates 
both of them that are equivocal- Both by the mode of 
convention and derivation the word Jyoti expresses; Vishnu 
alone and hence the Sukta is VishnuSukta. The purpose or 
fulfilment is clear that ‘He who knows the one placed in the., 
cavity of the heart throguth being placed in the heart, had 
raised an objection against Vishnu being Anandamaya and 
now that objection is explained. 

o o o 

TATTVAMANJARI 

Even then there is no justification for calling Puma 
nanda as Vishnu- For in the Shruti Ananda¬ 

maya is; siid to be ^placed in the cavity of the heart, In 
Sonie Jyoti or Light is said to possess thU 
attibution of ‘being placed in the heart.’ And this Jyoti 
again is found associated with Agni in the Agni Sukta 
; and hence refers to Agni. ■ Now it is not reasonable 
to conceive Agni, called by the name Jyoti andVishnu called 
by the name Of Anandamaya as residing in the cavity of the 
heart as independent prompters of all. Therefora it is said 
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Its meaning is that by all words in all Suktas like Jyot j 
which mean other things, Visknu alone is called and not 
Agni and others; Because Vishnu alone possesses 

all those qualities which constitute his unlimited wealth in 
the form of his inaccessibility to ears, eyes and mind. For 
what reason ? The answer is lu the commen 

tary on the fifth. Chapter of Geeta it is saidferq^tttf^fej^tf 

% 

This means that the word Jyots signifying Prakasha 
or Light has its cause of applieation which is amply found 
in Vishnu and over which when found with others Vishnu 
has undisputed authority. 

0 o o 

PRAKASHA 

Here an important difference of opinion regarding the 
arrangement of Adfaikarana has been noticed for review. 
Raghavendra introduces this discussion by reminding the 
statement of Chandrikakar at the beginning that what is ; 
ambiguous in the Tceka (is made clear).’ So he explains 
the difference in the arguments of the Ad hi karana mentioned 
by the Teekakara, with a view to devotail the differences 
of opinion For this purpose Chandrikakara mentions the 
different views- 

There are three theories (which are all acceptable)- The 
first.theory of Adhikarana arrangement is that the, 
Adhikarana consists of four Sutras beginning with Jyoti 
(Ghandobhidhant, Bhutadipada and UpadeshaBheda), The - 
ViiiiyaVakya (Topical sentence) taken from AgniSukta 
. Tattvapradeepa opens tfiat . wg'ffTTftr 
has first topical sentence, the sentence from Agni 




Sukta and is one Adhikarana. While a different view is that 
the four Sutras constitute one Adhikarana; but the topical 
sentence even for Jyoti Sutra is a sentence from Chandogya 
Sannyaya: Ratnavalikara thinks that 
the commentary of the Sutra of is the Anuvya* 

khyena and it elucidates the Adhi* 

karana $• as to ascertain its purport* 

Thus it cites the topical senteace from Chandogya while the 
different view is that Jyoti Sutra is one Adhikarana and the 
Chanda and two others make up different Adhikarana. This 
is the opinion of the Tarkakara* 

These are the difterent arrangements and interpre¬ 
tations of Adhikaranas. Now the view of Tattvapradeepa 
kara is taken for review- It is objected that the same 
Agni sukta is the topical sentence in all the four Sutras, 
there is no no ^crif^qKsirq^, no g:q|5r^^, 

mentioned in the Agnisukta. For and others 

are found only in and if this is not referred 

to in and Other Sutras then there is no conn¬ 

ection between Vishaya Vakya and the Sutruas. 

But this is not a sound objection. For in Agnisukta 
there is reference to and in chandogya also 

there is reference to and to 

^jjariricT^q in is a different Shekha also, if 

the same word occurs you may take it to be one and the 
same according to «rf8r^^»r «rrq- 

This Nyara is explained in Jaimini Sutra. (11-2-9) The. 
aems Agnihotra Jyotistoma and others are enjoined in 
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different Suktas like Kathafea, Kanva, Madhyandina and 
others. Now thif Agnihotra Jyotistatma is not different but 
one and the same, like the one enjoined on different persons; 
by the rule that the same < 5 ^ ot (motive) accrues to one 
and all. So just as Agnihotra Jyotistoma though occurring 
in different Shakhas is one and the same, so also Jyoti 
occurring in different Vedas is one and the same as it Is one 
word and one property. 

Now this oneness or sameness of Jyoti both in Agni 
Sukta and Chandogya must be accepted. Otherwise even 
in the arrangement of different Adhikaranas according to 
Teekakara, there would be no reason for Gayatri to be 
^ 3 ^ or metre in AgniSukla though there is reason for it in 
€ 3 :,. Hence the posterior Adhikarana 
cannot raise its Purvapaksha as an objection to what is said 
in the prior Adhikarana. 

But when the identity of Jyoti is accepted then the 
Sutrameane “Jyoti in AgniSukta means not 
Vishnu; For this Jyoti in ©handogya means Gayatree.” 

But this is not fair. For in such a Purvapaksha it is , ^ 
argued that Jyoti in Agnisukta is not Vishnu; because , 
there is another Shruti where Jyoti connotes by convention 
differently.. Thus you can have a Puiva Paksha in your 
own context well argued. Therefore it is not necessary 
prove the oneness. of Jyoti in AgniSukta and TaK^ ' 

JyotiShruti either as belonging to the group of names of 
gods or of names of physical elements; according to the 
former rule of mterpretation the word Jyoti has also the 
feasibility of referring to Vishau; it is not exclusive mark 
of Vishnu aud hence more powerful. Therefore that is nut 



97 


the odIv way of raising an argument. Thus also you need 
not confute* For according to Bhashya the Purvapalcsha 
is powerful for it is favoured by context which is unequivocal 
in the form of particuar Sukta (Agnisukta), 

We are going to dialate upon it in the immediate future. 
Till then we wish to state that w'hat is argued is not 
reasonable. For we want to prove the word (Jyotii in the 
different context also, to mean Vishnu; hence without 
brushing aside those that signify it, we gather from the 
different contexts all those that signify Vishnu- But before 
that with a view to raise an objection to the meaning of 
Vishnu of such words (Jyoti) in all places we have called 
forth those that signify in different places- But you should 
not suppose thereby that we instance always the sentence 
from Chahdogya and having proved that Jyoti there, means 
Vishnu, we prove the Jyoti in Agni Sukta also means 
Vishnu both being identical. For even in this view under 
Sidhanta argument, we shall have to take recourse to a 
round about way. For we shall have to state that in Agni¬ 
sukta Jyoti is said to lie associated with (^T'^rTgr^fTcr) 
strkyihg away of ears and eyes, therefore Jyoti in Chandogya 
also is Vishnu. 

But again In this Paksha there is brevity, For only in 
Sidfaanta to state a single argiiment in the form of straying 
aWayofears and eyes, one Sutra shallhave to be taken 
recourse to ihorder to find out other contexts. While in the 
view of Tattvapradeepa there is a lengthy process in adding 
a number of arguments both in Purvapaksha and Sidhanta 
and for this many other contexts should be found out and 
three other Sutras should be cited. 
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This is not the right way of ascertaining whether the 
process is lengthy or brief When in both the cases the 
finding of other contexts is common the nature of arguments 
whether one or many is immaterial- Besides it is more, 
proper to have a search of other contexts in the uriimportant 
Sutras than in the important ones. The purport of it is that if 
Jyoti is Vi.shnu on account of the straying away of ears and 
eyes (This is stated in the first Sutra) and when with the help 
of signifiers from other contexts the objection raised 

previouily only rises afterwards. Therefore Tattvapr. deepa 
says — “But the Acharya who is a great apostle of the Vedas, 
the Samanvaya of the whole Veda is as good as discussed 
by considering the meaning of the Mantra with the instance 
of AgniSukta”. 

You treat the other Sutras also like 
in the same manner. Raghavendra explains this implicit 
statement. Jyoti in Agnisukta is Vishnu only. For in 
Chaiidogya this very Jyoti is said to have For one 

is Gay at re e and another is Jyoti an.d their properties also 
(one is and other is But inspite of this 

difference there is canformity between them (srff^'^srTrT)* 
Thus the Sutras must be interpreted. 

But in Purva Paksha, Agni Sukta treats of Agni while 
Chandogya treats of Chandag; hence one caBinjOt be 
recognised as another. Yet this doubt is baseless. For in 
the Shruti we find is used in appo¬ 

sition to ^5i: which is not very different from Agni. This 
fact reveals the possibility of Agni being used in the place of 
Gayalrce and Gayati ee being used in the place of Agni, Thus 
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there is also the possibility of chaodogya like Agoisukta 
treating Aguij and of Agni Sukta like chandogyii treating 
Gayatree. Hence we conclude that both the words have 
the same meaning. 

But in spite of this conclusive similarity or unity of 
subject matter between chandagya and Agnisiikta there 
seems to be some Keen difference amounting to contraraiety 
For in Agnisukta the one treated is inaccessible to eyes 
and ears while that in Chandogya is said 

to be accessible to eyes and ears But this 

contraraiety can be reconciled by stating that the object 
described in one is arasj because wholly it cannot be seen 
yet parity it can be seen Or the subtle 

form cannot be seen while the gross can I'e seen Therefore 
the second alternative also is flawless 

Thus the other alternatives also arc critically raviewed 
and shown not so much different, one from the other. 
Then he shows that different Topical statements do not 
constitute a eriterian for a different Adhikarana, when 
the rule of operation is the same. Wlist really cohSliliates 
an Adhikarana is explained in detail in samanvaya Sutra. 
Materials and gods form the essence of a yaga, As the 
essential form is not known, these two cannot be enjoined 
in a saserifice. This is Well illustrated by instances from 
Jaimioi Sutras. 

The two Statemants in the Sutra aritirTrf'Il 
are and Do these statements 

simply repeat what have been already enjoined as pcices 
of retuals or do they enjoin new sacrificial ceremonies ? 



. In the first instance the two Statements given are : 
quite ditferent yet there is one common point. Both these 
are not yagas enjoined as there is absence of the essential 
form of yaga viz the materials and deities. This is the 
Puvvapaksha argument of bolh. And there is the common 
point in the Sidhanti argument also-viz the descriptions 
in the Mantras or hymns, supply us materials and deities. 
And hence it cannot be argued that there is absence of 
e-ssential form of yaga. 

lu both Agni Sukta and Chandogya Mantra though 
.Tyoti alone is the topic and hence Jyoti alone is refer'^ed 
to,in Jyoti Sutra yet in chanda Sutra mere places and 
Chand-IS cannot justly be mentioned. For in both the 
Sutras ch and as alone is not the Purvapaksha view. But 
in Agiiisukta it is Agni and in chandogya it is Chandas 

The proper rejoinder to this objection is that the 
word Chandas in Chandas Sutra implies Agni also* 

Even then some how in the first two sutras some co» 
mmon point may be found in both the statements, yet in 
the last two sutras no common point can be found as 
cannot be traced in the sukta. We do admit 

cs. . 

that the oi gument of the sidhanta is not to be 

found only in chandogya vakya of this Adhikarana, just as , 
is not to be found in Ananda mayadhi k^arana. 

only, in Anandamaya Sutra* 

Now Raghavendra imposes upon himself the task of 
explaining the Meemansaka corroboration produced by 
Chandrikakara. 



Eojoinment or Vidti or Arthawada (Praise or blaific) 
is referred to in tlie Sutra 3rr5:<=IIJT??r Os^Tt^fWl^r 
^TcfcTsjfiTf The Veda issues injunctions enjoining activity; 
hence those Arthavadas indulging in eulogistic praise or 
deprecatory, blame do not serve the purpose of producing 
activity So they are not valid. This is the Piirva Paksha 
view. But the sidhanta is that 

in this Sidhanta sutra the word ^or another Sutra 
§vif it is stated that the whole of the study of the 

Vedas ending in the realisation of the great objectives of 
life, do take the help of Arthavadas (words of praise or 
blame) while enjoining this sort of study; and hence Artha 
Vadas are valid. This is one layer of discussion. While in 
the other layer the Purva Paksha is that the Arthavedas being 
no medium arc not valid But the Sidhanta Sutra accepts 
praise and hence Arthavadas are the medium and arc valid* 
The first layer is the common layer and this second one .is 
the uncoinmOD layer. Just as there are two layers of dis- 
eussion in the Meemansa Sutras, so also here there ar-- two 
layers of discussion- 

In the one layer in both the statements the word Jyot* 
means Vishnu or some one else. This is the doubt Agni is 
said to be chandas and the unknown Jyoti is used with 
Gayatri hence it serves no purpose Jyoti is not Vishnu; but 
Some one else- This is PurvaPaksha To this the reply of the 
Sidhanti is that in both the cases is mentioned unlimited 
wealth connoted by the word ebarana. An unknown word 
is used for the purpose of meditative worship Hence Jyoti 
is Vishnu. This is one layer of thought. Again in another 
layer of thought the Jyoti in chandogya is not Brahma dr 




Vishnu; but different one on account of a different state 
ment. This is Purvapaksha. But Sidhanti expressed hi® 
view depending upon This is the second 

layer of thought- Thus here also there is one common and 
another uncommon discussion. 


Raghavendra discusses many more objections. And 
at last comes to the conclusion that there is this difference 
of opinion regarding the arrangement and interpretation of 
the Sutras But this difference does not affect the doctrines 
of Dwaita Sidhauta- Hence there is no doctrinal difference 
between the three views of interpretations This is of use 
in solving difference of opinion in other places also- 

Here again Raghavendra raises an objection against 
the connecting link. Teckakara i.a Tattvaprakashika, of 
course has offered eonnecling link which includes this 
Adhikarana in Shastra and Adhyaya. But he has not 
supplied us hints to subsiune this, in the Pada- On the 
other hand the word Jyoli might mean an element 
or according to the Nyaya of Akashadhikarana it might 
mean some god or according to the naya of Antaradhi- 
karana it might mean Vishnu. Hence it becomes quite 
clear that Jyoii means both Vishnu and other things- 
and its Samanvaya cannot be sought here 
in this pada devoted to the Samanvaya of words that signify 
otherlhings than Vishnu. Wliy ? just as Prana at the end 
of the Pada in Pranadhikarana gets its Samanvaya though 
it has already been proved; only because Prana is 
depending upon the Parlance of the public, so 
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also the samanvaya of Jyoti can be sought. But both the 
cases just referred to are not Simtlat, Because in Pranadhi 
Karan a an objection has been raised as Pa rva Pales ha on 
the Samanvaya of Prana sought earlier, So its treatment 
Pranadhikarana is justified, while here no such objsct'on 
has been raised and hence no such Saiiiaiivaya can be 
sought. 

Thus mcanderihg the discussion goes on. At the last 
stage again an objection is raised. If Jyoti is other than 
Vishnu; then one placed in the cave is also the other. 
Then ‘one dwelling inside’ (stated before) also is that other 
one. Thus A.iitaradhikarana also may as well be objected. 
Hence by raising (he previons objection there is no scope 
for the doubt of 

A counter objection is raised to the effect tha^ 
‘placed in the cave’ is different- But this does not 
stand; for the same dwelling inside is said to be 
placed in the cave; and Jyoti also is placed in the cave and 
is sung thus, in the Mantras- Anadamaya is also sung in 
Mantras. Thus Anandarpaya also is Jyoti. Thus this 
objection is stright forward. 

But this is not fair, first objection was raised against 
Anaudamaya Adhikarana and here also the samething 
must be done And the objection that is held up may 
similarly be treated The objection against ihe Antarnaya* 
dhikarana should reach Anandamayadhikarana to raise an 
objection against it. Otherwise there would be no objection 
raised against jijnasadhikarana. 

But upon this, one should not argue that because'it 
is stated to be imprceptible which amounts to 
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and hence Aiiandamaya also is Jyoti* For it is fair to 
contend like that But this is not fair wheii we compare 
the two; objection through is obtained from many 

sources; while objection through v?hich is near is 

obtained from one sentence only. 

So long, doubts were entertained that were based on 
evidences. Now doubts based onthe object of knowledge 
itself is taken for consideration. The cause of application 
of the word Jyoli is ‘antagoni.m to darkness’, it is to be 
found every where So it cannot be applied to Brahman 
who is concurrent with darkness* 

No doubt in the Agnisukta it is stated srTJTRH: 

and thus there is and (mark of 

being born), still it is clearly s ated in Dyubhvadhikarana 
that Shruti has scope of applicability to Vishnu, while 
Linga also has scope of applicability to Vishnu, therefore 
Purvapek ha is not based on both of them in both Bhashaya 
and Teeka. 

Now follows the S dhanta Impeceptible to the ear* 
and to other senses is found only in Vishnu and not any 
where else. But this impereeptibility is not absolute, but 
it is only relative. It only sugi ests wealth, unlimited in 
nature, and not absolute; but it is only relative. It only 
suggests wealth, unlimited in nature and not absolute impe- 
receptibilily* For it is an impossibility every where. 

It is an indisputable fact that Shruti has scope p^ 
applicability else where, yet il is chosen here as an instance 
or in the case of doubt bas-rd on the object of knowledge, 
assuming pride that Shruti has no scope else where, and 
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yhepce it is cited here. For iostacce Jyoti in Agni Sukta is 
Yishnu only and not Agni' For there is the mark in the 
form of impe'rceptibilily to the ears by the use of the word 
Charana you need not object that mark is made hull and 
void by the joint efforts of Shruti and Linga. For Linga 
is unequi vocal. This is first The Second is-Jyoti is Vishnu 
only. For there is unequivocal mark. You should not 
suppose that this unequivocal mark is proved false by Shruti 
favoured by the hymn devoted to Agni. For these two have 
easy applicability to V’shnu. 

Again a doubt is raised that ‘imperceptibity to the ears 
and others* means inaccessibility to ears and mind. This 
does not suit Brahman because Brahman is apprehended 
by the mutation of the mind Hence it is said as 

stated above that irapereeptibility is to be found only in 
Vishnu, in the sense of aboundance of wealth. 

But the teachers of Veda teach us that this is not 
Vishnu Sukta; (but it is Agni Skuta). This objection also 
is refuted. This publicity of Agni Sukta of not being Vishnu 
Sukta is due to layman’s (ignorance, and it is illustrated by 
a meemansa example, there is a Salra lasting for 26 years 
and is called Ayana.|This yaga requires meat for its oblation 
Then a mantra- is used to pound rice on 

the stone. It is doubted whether this mantra is to be 
guessed or not. Now or corn is some thing having 
husk on it and hence it has no power of connotating rice. 
Hence it cannot imply this mantra by guess, just as in 
Saura yaga the word Savitra in the . Mantra 
cannot guess. To This objection the reply is that implication 
of effect by the mention of cause is brorjght into operation 
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Hence (^rrytr) or corn Signifies ‘Rice*. For this is already 
involved in the cause (srptf)- Hence this mantra 
might be guessed. This is the Sidhanta. 

That Laskhana or implication used in respect of the 
cause is Secondary is not usually meant and in voluntary 
statemant implication need not be taken recourse to; 
Hence iTTflfir coiinot be used implying qtw' If ypjnikas 
accept such implication it is due to their ignorance; so 
also immature publicity that there is no word like Vishnu 
(in Agnisukta) is due to ignorance. 

The same analogy holds good in the case of other 
Suktas, Many of these have the mark of Brahma, And 
these marks, being exclusive, contradict Shruti and 
Prakarana that have scope else where, In the case of some 
suktas as they cannot reasonably signify other things, they 
connote Vishnu only. 

But if the clear marks of Brahma are interpreted to 
mean eulogistic praise of the various gods like Indra and 
Agni there even in Akasha and Prana Adhikaranas also 
theBrahmic marks miaht he utilised for the eulogy of 
Akasha and Prana and those Adhikaranas might not have 
been begun at all. So tliis theory of Praise does not stand 
at all. Besides an unreal thing is not suitable to be 
worshipped. 

But it is objected that as Indra and other gods among 
them selves and with Brahman are identical the iise of 
Brahma Mark is compatible with the use of words like 
fire and others. And hence (you arc Agni 

Indra'i is also a reasonable use. This objection is easily 
rejoined. For identity between qualified goods is contra- 
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dieted. But if it is meant the identity of mere substantive 
(without any adjective to qualify) the mode of interpreta. 
tion would be not primary but secondary. The same analogy 
can be extended to A kasha and others, clearly 

states difference in the Antaradhikarana; and hence runs 
counter to the former. Because the word clearly 

e s 

means ‘different* or separate, which contradicts identity* 

You should not contend that Marks again can be 
restricted to connote the controller of its subordinate, for 
there is no opposition. In the same manner Pavaka and 
other words should not be argued to‘convey Surya through 
derivation without contradiction Yet convention is stronger 
than derivation. In other Suit as also these suggestions lead 
you easily out of self-contradiction. 

But here if the Shruti favoured by the hymn, is set 
aside by a mere exclusive mark, then the Indra Shruti and 
Akasha Shruti not being favoured by the hymn are more 
easily set aside and hence the former argument is futile* 
This objection is explained that this argument is based on 
the argument of the Antaradhikarana. Hence no question 
of futility arises, It mast be clearly noted that though 
strong having applicability else where is contradicted by a 
w'eak yet having no other applicability.This is inter Adhika- 
rana argument and without the help of this argument 
conclusion cannot be arrived at. 

Even then this argument is a repetition of an argument 
in Jyotirdarshana For there also jyoti in .Agnisukta was 
objected to be Vishnu and then the objection was removed' 
Keeping all these things in m?nd and the statement in 
chandiika, Raghavendra introduces the real tenor of the 
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argument. No doubt there it is the Jyoti not in the 
Agnisukta. but in the Vajasaneya* Yet it must be 
construed in the following manner. Jyoti in Agnisukta 
is not Vishnu; for this Jyoti in Vajasaneya is heard to be 
mortal. There in Vajasaneya the Jyoti is associated with 
many marks of Jeeva; hence there Jyoti is Jeeva and in 
Agnisukta also it is so. This is the Purvapaksha view. 
Now the Sidhanta is that Jyoti is introduced in discussion 
about Atma and ends with its self-luminosity. The 
discussion about Atma has some clear spots characterised 
by unequivocal statements about Vishnu and it is but in, 
cumbant up on us to Interpretthe marks of Jeeva as applying 
to Brahma- Therefore the Jyoti in Agnisukta also should 
be understood in that light. This is the Sidhanta. Thus her® 
there is no rule of exclusive mark contradicting equivocal 
evidences. Nor the method of removing the additional 
doubt in the sukta, so there is no question of repetition* 

Thus doubt based on evidence is removed by stating 
that there is a clear and exclusive mark. Now doubt based 
on Prameya (object of Valid knowledge) is also explained 
away stating that Jyoti is self luminous, by basing the 
explanation on etymological derivation 

Therefore this is Vishnu only. 

CHANDOBDIDHANADHIKARANAM 

SUTRA: 

The word Gayatree in chandoga Shruti states a metre 
(iiisF) of 24 syllables; hence the one conveyed by Gayatree 
is not Vishnu, But this is not right- For there is a darshana 
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or Sliruti which interprets Gayatree ) to be 

Vishnuj for he sings and protects. And this attribute of 
singing and protecting of Vishnu appeals to the heart 
at the time of meditation. 

BHASHYA : 

In Chandogya ‘<*r«r 5ftaT%(Then the 

three forms in swetadweep and others are higher 
than the heaven* That Light is refulgent.) The 
Jyoti mentioned here is said to be Gayatre^ 
(trrJTsflwr f? and not Vishnu- If thus objected 
it is rejoined that it is not corrrect- The word 
Jyoti conveys Vishnu only- The use of the word 
Jyoti in the sense of Vishnu is to show that 
words like Agni and Gayatree also are used in 
the sanse of Vishnu for the sake of worshipful 
meditation- Accordingly Gayatree is derived in 
the Shruti) ‘he sings and protects’- 

Therefore it is stated in Vamana Parana that 
Vishnu is called by all the names of metres like 
Gayatree; and by all the names of gods (like 
Agni); He is also called by all the names of 
worlds like (Prithvee). But they are the names 
of those respeetive things formally. 

That Brahma is called by the name of Gayatree and 
others is the only correct statement. Because what is stated 



in trr^TW ^RT^ffrTiffr as Bhutas and Anm'ta 

forming its parts becomes ajtjilicable only to Vishnu, and 
not to others- 

BHASHYA 

“His prowess is so great; but the Purusba is 
still greater than that All worlds form one part 
of him and his other immortal three parts are in 
heaven ” (Cha- 3-12-6) “The golden Kosha of 
Brahmanda covered over with dust, is the body 
of Brahma and the treasure house of gods. It is 
full of released souls; It is said to be a pada 
limited to a part of Vishnu who offers six senses 
in the objects of pleasures. art 3-11). Shruti 
runs thus and Pada is a part of some thing which 
is difierent as in the instance that “one is a fourth 
part in strength of another.” He is propounded 
in Purusha Sukta. 

jtt 3-12) (Gods worshipped 
Vishnu («r5f) with sacrifice by the use of the 
word yajna (in reference to him). For in an 
other shruti it is stated that yajna is 

God Vishnu. 

In Skanda Purana it is stated- “At that time 
all men were called by the name of Rama, just 
as in Purusha Sukta Vishnu alone is propounded*’’ 



SUTRA 

The two different 

Shruties, stating Gayatree t» have been placed in g and 
Jyoti to have been placed above ir declare different chara- 
cteristics anicunting to conflict of Shinties; and hence they 
cannot be the same Vishnu; but they must be different. 
This objection is met with the rejoinder that it is not so. 
For there is no contradiction even if one and the sanae is 
slated in both the Shruties. 

It is formerly stated that'f^qr^ttT^-ffj^ f^f^’ (cha 3“l2-6) 
(cha 3*13*7) is stated after wards with in the 
ablative Therefore both cannot be one and the same* 
This objection is flatly denied, basing their rejoinder on 
the theory of three worlds and of seven worlds. 

Thus ends Chandobhidhanadhi Karanaixi' 
BHAVADEEPA 

With very strong reasons the Purva Paksha presents 
its view that Gayatree cannot be Vishnu, Hence Jyoti also 
which is said to be Gayatree is not Vishnu. But Jyoti 
Shruti has been proved to be referring to Vishnu. Hence 
Piirvapaksba is not sound in its conclusion. But one thing 
is to be taken in to consideration* Jyoti Shruti permits 
another interpretation; while Gayatri Shruti does not permit 
another interpretation. It exclusively means ‘a metre’and 
not Vishnu. 

Now Gayatree has a derivative meaning which is 
secondary, ifRirptr ‘a Singer and a 

protector., But the cause of the usage of the word constitutes 
the nature of Gayatree depending upon Vishnu. But Gayatree^ 



is eternal and it must be also begingless. Therefore it does 
not depend upon God’s will as in the case of Akasha which 
is Janya or created > 

Hence Gayatree is of the nature of word and on the 
the strength of Shruti that is exclusive in application based 
on convention, leads other marks of Vishnu also to apply 
to it, therefore Gayatree is not Vishnu. 

Now Raghavendra adduces reasons comprehensively 
for adopting the Purvapaksha view, that Gayatree is some 
metre and not Vishr.u. For 1) Gayatree conventionally 
connotes a metre 2) and there is a statement to that effect; 

3) Jyoti Shruti can adjust itself to the meaning of Gayatree. 

4) And Gayatree cannot condescend to connote Vishnu; 

5) The cause of applicability of Gayatree does not depend 
upon the disposal of God, 6) nor does that inhere in God 
all these reasons are actively incorporated in this statement. 
Therefore Gayatree is not Vishnu but a or metre. 
Therefore Jyoti and Aoandamaya also are not Vishnu 

Teekakara uses the word and Raghavendra 

defines what is 

Repeating what is written down or spoken, is imitation 
or He also defines what is 

I It Bhashya 

or commentary is that in which the Sutras interpreted in 
words as used in the sutras and the words of the commenta 
tor also are explained, according to those well versed in 
Bhashya. 

In the foregone Adfaikaranas arid in the coming Adhi- 
karanaSj -in the sentences chosen as topics, (for discussion) 
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widely known words like Vishnu and Narayana are not 
vised but words like Indra, Akasha, Agni, Jyoti, Prana and 
others are used, with a view that one must be able to 
meditate upon Vishnu as - endowed with special virtues 
gathered from the derived meaning of these names, so that 
these are atlributed to Him as a token of his unlimited 
wealth of Virtues. 

Smriti fully supports the view that Vishnu is Gayatrce 
as per derivation of the word. As the Vedas flow out 
from his mouth he can be very well cilled the singer 
(vtT*r%) of the Vedas And he protects all. “There 

fore Vasudeva the great Purusha is Qayatree.” 

Now this Gayatree is said to be identical with 

(*ri^ ...and i.s said to be the support 

of all and superior to all. All This holds good only when 
Gayatree is Vishnu and not otherwise. This also suggests 
that the meaning of Prithivee agrees with Vishnu- on acco¬ 
unt of the clear marks of Vishnu, she possesses Hence 
the identity with Prithivee is injurious to the Purvapaksha 
and not to Sidhanta. 

One question is when two instrumeats like Shruti and 
Linga contradict each other how to settle ihe meaning? 
Raghavendra gives us a hint; when both of thern seem to 
be of doubtful Veracity we must find if One of them emerges 
to be of genuine Veracity. That proves to be stronger of 
the two* Here there WeS another course open to them. 
One that has abundance of occurance is stronger 

than the one that has scanty occurance. Thus Linga 
being cited in many plsces decides the question. But 
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here abundance of occurance of Linga is not shown to be 
the strong Virtue in Linga; but its exclusive application to 
Vishnu is chosen as the strong point to over ride the claim 
ofShruti. For this device achieves another objective. A 
mark not applicable to any other but to Vishuu proves 
conclusively exclusive reference to him. Hence Niravakasha 
Linga and not Linga-bahulya was chosen as the instrument 
to prove that Gayatree is Vishnu. Other .evidences are 
there to add strength to this instrument. 

Here Gayatree, being a part of Veda which is eternal 
and beginningless, was said to be eternal and beginniogless. 
Now we must have a clear concept of eternity and beginning- 
lessoess of the Vedas. Both these terms are used in a' 
restricted sense. It is absence of varied and various sequence 
of words as in the Puranas. For Smrithi declares Veda to 
have no other reading. In Tatvanirnaya it is said that God 
being all-knowing, is conscious of veda in his mind at all 
times. Depending upon this eternity of the vedas in the 
mind of God, Vedas were said to be eternal in Tattva- 
sankhyana. And in its commentary eternity is explained hs 
‘‘unchanging having no beginning and no eiid-*' But in the 
commentary of Tattvanirnaya it is clearly stated that he does 
not contend eternity, to be unchangeableness. For sequence 
is changing in nature. Veda also consists of letters, that are 
pervading and eternal, modified by sequence depending u^n 
pronounciation. Therefore Vedas cannot claim. eternity 

and beginninglessness of primary nature, as that of the 
letters. 

C\ ^ _ 

Teekacharya in Tattvprafcas’.uka uses the form the 

present participlle of at 4'^ with (3T4.*ns=^f*rr). This root 
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is used in Atmanepada and 10th conjugation' And hence 
it ought to have been But by 

this root becomes and it must be eonjugated in 

Atmanepada* In the mean while with an make* 

the imposition of Atmanepada irregulor. Besides Kalidasa 
in Raghuvansha uses Hence ?r*tqircT 

is quite regular grammatically. There is another reading 
which does not create any such trouble* 

Gayatree is said to be of six kinds which have bee“ 
already mentioned. v? ’ETSf Gayatree is all beings. 

Gayatree is indeed speech. 

G;ayatree is Prithivi y) sifftr^T This is the body 
H) .®rF5? fThis is the heart. Thus along with 

Gayatree these five form the group of six. This clearly 
shows that Gayatree of six variety has, as monlioned in 
Shruti, four feet and no», as undcstood by others Gayatree 
has four feet consisting of and 

Now hints as to how to construe the Sutra arc given, 
the last word qq as found in the context of the Sutra 
Supplies the Pratijna of the Sutra that Gayatree is Vishnu. 
Yet it is also construed with Raghavendra 

makes the point clear, q^ means ‘according to the Mantra' 
nf^qr, as has been mentioned qq 

Gayatree may be Vishnu’. 

There is the question and explanation, about three. Of 
these three the most important has been mentioned. To 
show this and to show the way of explanation that it is 
different from the way accepted by others (q# is usedj. 
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The three worlds referred to in Bhashya are Anaiita 
Sana, Vaikuntha and Narayanapura. The seven words are 
Bhus, Bhuvas, suvas, Janas, Tapas and Satyam* 

There are two statements in one of which 

in Locative used in another ( 77 ;: in the 

ablative is used* Both refer to one and the same Vishnu. 
Because #?isl-qr, aiffcrr^JT and are. said to be and 
the three forms of Vishnu in those three worlds are said to 
be in When seven worlds are taken Indrasadana is 
called Diva and the world above it is Vaikuntha and it iS 
and it is Divapara. And the three forms in that Loka are 
Divahpara. 

Gayatrce by derivation and convention refer to Vishnu. 
Gayrttree stands for all Vedic words (meaning metre) like 

So the thesis at the beginning is 
Gayatree and all such words in the Veda refer to Vishnu, 
In the Sutra the word Gayatree is not verbally mentioned. 

is used.) This Gayatree though famiuine in gender 
means Vishnu as it will be explained in Prakrityadhikarana, 
Now Gayatree is said to be Jyoti and there is no opposition' 
between ‘Standing in Diva* and ‘standing above Diva’ And 
finally he is the same Anandamaya, 

Some Ramanujeeya raises an objection that Cbanidus 
Sutra need not form a separate Adhikarana, For in this 
Sutra there is the word irq| which indicates some objection 
against the previous Sutra (hence shows continuity with the 
psevious Sutra); this is not fair because he himself has 
formed a separate Adhikarana with 
though there is used in it. 
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Again in this Sutra g'«rr means only ‘similar 

to Chanda,s’ and not Gayatrec. It is shown that this is not 
right in Chandrika. 

I. 

Ramanujeeya’s critisism of Readings is not sound, 
For instance they say that is a bad reading and 

prefer as a better reading. For this preferenpe is 

baseless. And his finding fault with dissolution of the 
compound as %crt'f’T?iTpr>T?J is not to the points For it is said 
that no cause and effect are involved here, (as in 
But in MahaBhasya itself in Paspasha part is used 

and is it dissolved as which involves no cause 

and elfect. 

Again is interpreted as showing a mark 

(Linga) of Vishnu. To this Ranianujeeya objects For had 
it been so the Sutrakara would have said only But 

this again is a hasty conclusion. For as stated in sr^t'JTiGjj' 
and Sudha, Shruti and Linga get strength by multiplicity, 
and accordingly many sentences are chosen where the word 
Brahma is repeated and the word Gayatree is also derived 
and does this work. If merely firnTcT is used 

all this cannot be suggested. 

Another objection based on Grammar is raised.; if 
Gayatree is Vishnu then referring to it is ungrair n).a- 

tical For the Sutra is jiwF^ which means 
*lI5er ^ ?'Tt^rirT at the end of a BahuVreehi compound 
becomes q?r when it qualifies qf?- Therefore it should not 
be as it qualifies Vishnu Even this objection, 



does not hold good. For on the Strength of multiplicity of 
Shruti and Linga once Gayatree is settled to be Vishnu, the 
qualifying adjective might be explained some haw, 

enjoins optionally. When is not suffixed, 
is suffixed by the Sutra and then there is qqr 

and stands justified by Grammar, Thus many 

more defects shown by him can be explained away. 

NYAYA MUKTAVLl ; 

In contradiction to, or different from, what has been 
already said in Sidhanta, the Purvapaksha proceeds* This 
is the thought-link. In Chandogya in the third Chapter* 
Gayatree in mentioned— qr ?? qq 

and a doubt arises whether this Gayatree is a 
metre consisting of (fixed number of) syllables or Vishnu. 
The Purvapaksha is that it is a particalar metre For 
Gayatree is conventionally known to be a metre. You 
need not suspect that, as before, the marks of Vishnu would 
set at naught the declaration of Shruti. For there was no 
reason to use an unknown name like Gayatree in preference 
to a populary known name of Vishnu, No doubt formerly 
one Jyoti Shruti was proved null and void by the popular 
Vishnu mark. But here there are many shruties like 
qi’# and which cannot be brushed asi^e 

one sweep. Besides Gayatree conventionally does not 
refer to Vishnu. And derivation is a weaker instrument 
interpretation. For argument’s sake, Gayatree is a part of 
Veda and claims eternity. An eternal thing is not subordinate 
to the will of Godj and hence there is no scope for the 
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rule of Subordination to God. Now formerly Jyoti Shruti 
was decided to be referring to Vishau; but on the strengh 
of the latter Part of the sentence 

it is clearly disproved that Gayatree is Vishnu. It is not 
an easy thing to contrdict a number of Shruties. It is 
stated that Gayatree is Tejas which 

is a synonym of Jyoti. So Gayatree means Jyoti only. On “ 
the strength of this the Ibrmcr Jyoti also means 
Gayatree. 

Or even conceding that the former .Tyoti is Vishnu we 
cannot prove Gayatree to be Vishnu.' For the former Jyot' 
is said to be in heaveji and the Joyti that 

is said to be alove is different from Gayatree. The 
former Jyoti which was beyond the senses of eyes and ears, 
might be Vishnu; but the Jyoti here which 

is accessible both to eyes and ears is not Vishnu Henee 
this Jyoti shruti cannot prove Gayatree to be Vishnu. 

Now Sidhanta is that there are many Shruties and 
marks of Vishnu. <<r^>3tTrqf«rg;^q':’ 

t' and many more are the shruties. His clear marks 
qre the singer of the Vedas, and the protector of all, Bhuta 
and others constitute his part, and parcel; Supremacy 
over all'Such Lingas are many* One is expected to maditate 
upon Vishnu with those attributes which are the causes of 
these and many more, tience an unknown word has been 
used here. As many words and marks of Vishnu are used 
here. If we give up the sense of Vishnu we shall have to 
surrender the famous meanings of many vvords. 
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Shruti declares the meaning of Gayatree as *rrttrFf 
and this derivation of Shruti is more convincing 
than the convention of the ignorant. Besides bcginningless 
attributes depend upon the substances in which they inhere. 
In the same manner, the eternal and ever lasting 
things like Prakriti, soul, and karma according to Shruti 
^4r«r*r?5rQt^tf5r?r^fcr> also depend upon God, 
So the rule of dependence upon God is applicable here. 
Beside.? by Mahayoga or great derivation 
and by Pauranika Rudhi, Gayatree is Vishnu. So the 
former and the latter Jyoti are both Vishnu. As for 
difference of state ments like staying in heaven and 

above heaven and of‘invisible and visible’ can be reconciled 
referring to tliree and seven worlds and to the difference 
in form* 

As for the final purpose the former Jyoti was objected 
to be Vishnu and then it was proved to be Vishnu; or through 
being the cause of sustenance (atfSIT 
The Janmadhi-Sutra was objected and satisfactorily replied* 

TARKADEEPIKA : 

In this Adhikarana all names of metres like Gayatree 
in the Veda are shown to refer to Vishnu, Gayatree being 
the most important of the metres is mentioned as indicating 
other metres by implication. 

In the Sutra the word must be repeated. In the 
Veda it is stated and this Gayatree might 

be the name of the metre For the word Gayatree connotes 
by convention a metre of that name; and not Brahma* 
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This is not a correct interpretation- Because Shruti is 
found stating to that eflFect, For the Shruti indicates the 
mark of ‘doer of singing and protecting ’ 

A reason for mentioning Brahma by an unknown word lik® 
Gayatree in the Sutra is given. That is stated so that one 
may meditate in the mind on Brahma as endowed with 
qualities like the agency of singing and protecting 
^ this celarly guides one in meditation. This is a 
hint to understand the signilicance of the mentioning of an 
unknown word even in other Adhikaranas. 

In Sudha a bit different interpretation is offered, Jyoti 
in is a metre and not Vishnu* For at the 

beginning a metre Gayatree is named. This is tha objection 
or Purvapaksha. And Sidhanla is that Gayatree is Brahma* 
For he is the singer and protector; and Jyoti also is Brahma. 

Now again Gayatree is said to be Brahma 
because anfe: 

<k 

the universe is 

mentioned as the Pada of the Ararita. qr^teij f’t'IT? 

3rf*T ^fj?r trf is to be construed twice. First tjsr 

t^) means thus (as is the case of three only 
‘thus’). First Gayatree is said to consist of four Padas and 
in order to explain it Upanishad is cited- ‘ ’ 

describes Purusha as having one Pada consisting of all 
Bhutas. The three forms called Amrita dwelling in the 
three worlds like q js and others, are said to be or 

three Padas Thus Gayatree l^as four Padas like Bhuta and 
others- 
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This fact of having four such Padas does not file in 
with Gayatree as metre. That the end of the Sutra joins 
‘statement in Purusha Sukta’ with this. The word Pada is 
primarily used in refefence to Amrita which is the very 
essence of Brahma and secondarilly used in the sense of 
Bhuta which is different from the essence of Bhrahma. This 
is illustrated by a grammatical instance sffJrnjflTrt enjoins 
arrr before 3Tf?r^ and in • e- iff the nominative 

and Accusative cases. In compound the principal 

word alone is detained- 5r«friI«rfSrfi?fr =g' Here also 

Amrita Pada is the Chief one Bhuta is the subordinate one 

An objection is raised and cl rilication is offered in 

) Gayatree in the form of 
Jyoti is said to be both in h?aven si'"!?) and above heaven 
(r?5r:q7:?sr). Thus there are t vo different statements They 
too both cannot be reasonably, one thing called Brahma. 
But this objection is not sound- For there is no antethesis 
between the two Only they are based on different theories 
of three worlJs and seven worlds; the three worlds are Bhus. 
Bhuvas, Swas, All worlds above the world Bhuvas 
are called ‘?r’ Hence forms of Narayana in swetadeep 
Anjiitasena and Vaikuniha are all in Heavan. But 

when seven worlds like Bhus. Bhuvas; Swas, Mahas, Janas, 
Tapas and Satyam are taken, on the earth Mahanieru is 
heaven, in the sky it is Suryamandala, and in Diva it is 
Indrasadana Any world abeve these is above heaven. Hence 
Anantasana and others are above heaven. Even in the 
theory of three world, as explained above, Gayatree or 
Jyoti would be also staying above heaven. We want to 
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prove that Vaikuotha is above every kind of heaven; and 
hence we introduced the theory of seven worlds- For 
Vaikuntha is said to be the highest of all worlds. 

In Chandrika another interpretation of the Sutra is 
given- Jyoties in Agnisukta and in Chandogya do not 
mean the same thing- Because one is said to be beyond the 
senses of ears while the other is said to be seen and heard. 
Thus there are different statements. This is the prima 
facie view- But the real meaning is that there is no' inconsi-' 
stancy between the two statements. With the difference in 
the form both the statements might be adjusted. 

TATTVAMANJARI 

Jyoti in Agnisukta was called Vishnu. This very Jyoti 
in Chandogya in the third iAdhayaya 

is described as above heaven and the same 

is called Gayatree in If that too isGayatree 

then there is no purpose m classing Gayatree and Vak as 
words connoting other meanings than Vishnu- In 

Gayatree is said to be which is the 

synonym of Jyoti Therefore the whole process of calling 
Jyoti as Vishnu is wrong. This is the Puivapaksha view. 

The Sidhanta is propounded in three Sutras beginning 
with The reply in Anabhashya is 

Now Jyoti in Agni-Sukta and Chandopanishad, and the 
word Gayatree which is associated with these, along with 
all words in Veda that are classtd with Gayatree connote 
Vishnu only; and not any metre. Because ) 

all the qualities like ‘Singing the Vedas* ‘Protecting the 
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people’ ‘Supremacy over all’ and ‘having Bhutadi as his 
Pada*, can be adjusted only in Vishnu, as declared in 

qat aad BsrhTtTJfJT. For 

Words meaning ‘gods’ like Gayatrce and Vak 
get full significance to their causes of application only in 
Vishnu, who has full mastery over the causes of application 
inhering in others. 

The words, popular as coeveying other meanings than 
Vishnu, like Akasha and prana, connote Vishnu by the 
special primary mode; and this proves that all those 
qualities that aiso makes the point clear that there is 
purpose also in showing all words, not referring to Vishnu 
and yet referring to other objects, refer to Vishnu. These 
words which belong to the group of‘Adhidaiva, Adhibhuta. 
Adhyatnia, those that occur in Suktas, and vedas, convey 
the secuse of Vishnu alone. 

This reference to Vishnu by the highest mode of 
interpretation proves that Vishnu is full of attributes-which 
is the definition of Brahma as suggested by the. derivation 
of Brahma 

It was stated that at the beginning by the word 
Gayatree and by the word Jyoti that comes after it, Vishnu 
alone is referred to. But Jyoti is said to be residing in 
heaven and also said to be above heaven 

Hence these two seem to be different. Still this doubt is 
baseless. Because Vishnu alone can be both 

and in and above heaven. With the theory 

of three worlds, the three heavens like Anantasana. swetad- 
weepa, and Vaiku itlia are a hundred thousand yojanas 
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above Anatariksha. Hence the three forms of Vishnu 
like Vasudeva Narayan and Vaikunthe are found in heaven, 
And again in the “<Tfqs?rT ?ft- 

it is said that Mahameru is 
heaven on the Earth and in Akasha Surya-Mandala is 
heaven and in heaver. Indrasadana is ‘said to be heaven. 
Hence the three worlds like Anantasana and others are 
found above Mahameru and others respectively. 

But even this explanation is not to the point. For 
in both the series it is not proved that Vaikuntha is higher 
than any world, (is the highest world). Then it is proposed 
that this comparison is to be instituted on the basis 
of seven world theory* Then it is easily proved that 
Vaikuntha is above heaven. And it is also proved that it is 
above all heavens. It is also proved that Jyoti in Agnisnkta 
also is Vishnu only, He is also endowed with 

the peculiar and seemingly inconsistent qualities tike 
‘beyond the reach of ears and eyes’ and ‘accessible to 
to ears and eyes’. For both can be reconciled through 
Adhisthana* 

(CHANDODHIKARANAM) 

PRAKASHA: 

Chandrikakara introduces this Adhikarana with the 
remark that the Adhikarana treats of words in veda like 
Gayatree and others. But this is not mentioned in Teeka. 
He has borrowed it from Nyayavivarana (3rf£r%?fr^I»ntr), 

Those words are Gayatree, -tushnik, Brahatee and others 
like these. 
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Here in the Sutra any word having the attributive 
adjunct of Gayatree only cainot be reasonably mentioned. 
Hence Gayatree also is meant here' This is not right For 
Gayatree is prominently mentioned here, being the mother 
giving second birth to the first three varnasj'iAnd others also 
are implied by it. Hence the common word chandas 
(or mat re) is used to include all such others:. Otherwise 
the sutrakara would have used Gayatree alone. 

No doubt accordinng to the way to be explained even 
words like A kasha and others also are to be cited, as they 
are to be treated here only in a different aspect. But 
Gayatree and other words are to be treated here in all 
aspects. Hence they are mentioned as instances. 

What are the topical statements (fqu'ti taken up 
for elucidation in this Adhikarana ? Some say that 
in chandogya is chosen for discussion 
While others contend that'rTRift^r in chandogya 

is selected for discussion. 

In the first opinion the doubt is entertained regarding 
Jyoti while in the second opinion it is regarding Gayatree. 
But what is all this fuss about ? In the statement about 
Jyoti, Jyoti in the Agnisukta is disproved to be Agni; While 
Jyoti in Chandogya is disproved to be Chandas in the 
alternative of Jyotirvakya in both the opinions. In the 
alternative of Gayatree Vakya, in Jyoti of Agnisukta it is 
disproved that Jyoti is Agni and in Chandogya Gayatree is 
disproved to be a metre. 

Then Chandrikakara enters into the labyrinth of 
alternatives and almost exhausts them till at last, a new 



doubt ii raised that the previous and the forth-coming 
Adhikaranas tend to object to the conclusions of Jijnasadhi- 
karana based on the objections against Aiiandainaya. 
Then how can this Adhikarana peculiarly differing from 
these be Included in this group ? Hence another allernalive 
is offered To Jyoti that is stated in Chandogya, ‘placed in 
the heart’ which is the attribute of Anandamaya is announced 
to be the attribute. So without taking objection to the 
contents of Jyotiradhikarana, Anandamayadbikarana may 
be subjected to investigation. 

Raghavendra here clarifies certain issues — This attribute 
‘placed in the heart’ is stated in the Mantra 
ir^^rrr ’ &nd not in Anandamaya Still this ‘placed in the 
heart ’ is said to be Anandamaya. Hence it is said that it 
is stated in Anandamaya. 

Thus two alternatives were expressed in the theory of 
Jyotirvakya. Then in the theory of Gayatree Vakya also 
three more alternatives are offered and explained. 

Then in the theory of GayatreeVakya the subject matter 
and the doubt are expressed. is fully 

quoted, till '‘s? tr# ” And after this “art? 

is quoted till “rr qw ^ irq 
Gayatree in this part of Veda is the subject matter. 

Now the doubt is whether Gayatree is a matre (a 
collection of letters) or Vishnu, This is to be thought over. 
His Bhutadipada is nothing more than Ganatrana Kartritva 
(Singing of the Vedas and protecting the people) the etymo- 
togical meaning of Gayatree. The question is whether 
Gayatree Shruti gets prominence over Mark (Linga) of 
shnu namely Bhutadipada or Vice versa. The letter also 



is a plausible case; because the derivative meaning of 
Gayatree namely singing or interpreting of the Vedas does 
not agree with the meaning af Brahma. If Brahma is to be 
benelitted by this meaning then the meaning, its everlasting 
nature should be under the control of Brahma, or it should 
be inherent in Him. Now whether this attribute of Gayatree 
is under the control of Brahma or not is the question. If it 
is not subordinate to him then the cause of application is 
not to be found in Brahma- jHence the popularity is proved 
false and Gayatree is not Vishnu but a metre. Thus th® 
object of PurvaPaksha is fulfilled. In Sidhanta it is just 
the opposite of this and hence it is not expressed. 

It was to be thought over whether Gayatree was a metre 
or Vishnu. Depending upon this and on the side of Brahma 
Gayatree and Jyoti are to be found in the same context and 
hence there is no incompatibility, and on the back-ground 
of this do you think that whether ‘in the heaven’ and ‘above 
the heaven’ do not make or make much difference In that 
context whether the difference of Ablative and Locative make 
much difference; or the same thing only from a different 
point of view. This includes certain implication- It is also 
to be thought over in the case of Brahma for what purpose 
well known words were set aside and unknown words like 
Gayatree accepted* 

PurvaPaksha is expressed in the fallowing way : This 
Gayatree is a metre only and not Vishnu; for Gayatree 
conventionally connotes a metre only. That which runs 
counter to PurvaPaksa is now put forth. 

No doubt there is no scope for PurvaPaksha to rise* 
For already before this, exclusive marks, are shown to 
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contradict non-exclusive Shroties like Jyoti Shruti; here 
the exclusive marks aided by such Shruties like 

‘ ’ easily contradict Shruti of Gayatree. Hence 

no PurvaPaksha has scope to arise, Yet entertaining a 
greater doubt the PurvaPaksha rises up. 

Now Jyoti in Agni-Sutka rightly refers to Vishnu For 
there is no difference of statements. But here is Jyoti which 
is in the Shruti where ablative ;^f^5r:TTrr) is used. On the 
other hand Gayatree in association with Locative cannot 
refer to Vishnu. Others still contend that Jyoti which is 
said to be visible and cannot be Vishnu when Jyoti that is 
^Vishnu is said to be beyond the senses of eye and ear. 
Therefore Gayatree also is not Vishnu. These two doubts 
are expressly mentioned in the Sutra rf. 

Others still contend that when Agni-'^ukta is said to be 
Vishnu Shruti, really its reference to others is proved false; 
but words like Gayatree. Vak, Prithvee and many others do 
not lose their reference to others. For these words are 
mentioned in far and 

and it is not right to rob them of their natural 
reference. Why we may also enntend that transfiguration 
of Gayatree into all is not just- Therefore in Gayatree 

is proper, Then even in the case of Brahma his changing 
into many forms is not correct* 

All these doubts are based on the Pramanas. Now 
the one based on the Prameya is (the object or the Thing 
itself). In Akashadhi karana Akasha comes into existence 
and its essence vivaratva or hollowness also being its attri 
bute is also some thing that is produced. So is the cause of 



applicability of the word Jyoti which is mutable* And hence 
it is but proper that it should be subordinate to God’s will. 
But Gayatree forms a part of Veda which is accepted as 
eternal and its essence is * (Singing and prote 

cting) being clernal does not depend upon the will of God. 
Because it is its nature and nature is never created but has 
been eternally there Tlierefore it is not subordinate to the 
will of God- This attribute is not inherent inBrahraa. 
So if Gayatree loses its popular reference to other things 
than Vishnu, then there is no primary meaning at all 
Therefore Gayatree is not Vishnu; but a metre only. This 
is Purvapaksha. 

The question of eternity of Veda is thrashed but here. 
It is not right to say that Veda being eternal has its essence 
independent of God For in the coramentay to Tattvanir- 
naya while eoinmenting upon 'f!t?5rf%5r^r»Tf5ri5^’ it is stated 
that letters being eternal and pervasive have no ‘order’ of 
their own. But without order there cannot be either a 
word or a sentence. There fore we niust admit that order 
is introduced by human effort in the Veda therefore how 
can veda be authorless ? 

This objection is rejoined by the statement that veda 
has no unchanging eternity, but it has uniformity both in 
meaning and in word through out veda* Therefore though 
‘order’ is something created and there is scope for human 
opinion, yet as there is no independent writer, authorless 
ness is compatible in veda. 

Note 3T4sirff<Tl?c^*I singing is interpreting or 

representing the sense of Veda. 'S T 

Protecting the students of Veda from Sins. 
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Heiico Veda has a begiisniiig and .hence the objector’s 
argument is right- But this •’ejection is explained away by 
elucidating the quotations given- In the Tattvasankhyana 
Teeka it is stated Veda 

has neither beginning nor end being through out unchanging. 
As for ‘Order’ of letters which is the out come of the opera¬ 
tion of intellect, it is first conceived in the mind of God. 
which is eternal; and hence it is also eternal. Thus taking 
into consideration the unbroken chain .of the eternal mind 
of God even at the time of Pralaya out of which comes 
out the Veda to be preserved with effort, Veda is said to 
be eternally unchanging in some places But this menially 
conceived Veda is beyond the reach of understanding of any. 
Hence its expression in physicol order is essential and this 
vocal order cannot be eternal and beginningicss; hence it 
cannot be unchanging, as expressed in some other places. 

\ 

Now Ragbavendra quotes profusely from important 
sources to corroborate his argument or elucidation- In 
Sudha Viyat Pada it is stated that Jani oc birth is inanife- 
station of the power of expression of the meaning in a 
special manner- so as to suit the .special order (of words), 
that is constant.” In TarkaTaiidava it is staled that a 
teacher of the modern days receites Veda in the present 
days following the order which has bean in his mind since 
long always following today the order of yesterdoy. Accor¬ 
dingly even God also follows the order of the Veda in his 
mind which has been there running eternally from age to 
age the present order always depending upoh the past. 
If according to Annuvyakhana ir.'TpteEr 

the action of God is bcginningless and endless 
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(eternal) then even those that are brougut about by it ara 
eternal- 

Now if Krama or Succession is brought about by the 
mind of God and hence, is eternal, then Veda is subservieot 
to the will of God. For it is not right to say that, that 
which is subservient to his will, is not subordinate to 
him. Hence God can conceive any other order of words. 

But this objection is not sound For Veda has no other 
beginninglessness than being the concept in the eternal 
mind of God. Yet this beginninglessness is accepted as 
a proved fact and still it is accepted as subordinate to the 
will of God. Then Veda has no purpose to serve. But it is 
proved that the souls or Jivas are subordinote to God and 
this is the purpose. Thus here is no futility at all. 

Rahaveudra explains how bysfr^R^? (differance in 
from) both and (Inaccessible to the 

ear and eye, and Visibility and audibility) are reconciled. 

Tnaceessibility 

to the ear and eye is explained as ‘unlimited in space, time? 
and qualities while as 'not fully Visible and 

audible’. Or is ‘inaudibility and invisibility 

in pure and essential fr6ni(%^5r)while5«5f5rif? is Visisibility 
and aduibility of from officialy controlling some subordinate 
entity- 

Now the question of applicability of and 
to Vishnu is taken up for critiail raview. irr^T^ is Vishnu; 
for he recites Veda (to Brahma) and protects the people. 
These two are the peculiar attributes of Vishnu which are to 
be used in meditation of Vishnu in the mind 
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But Veda is eternal and so is Gayetree a part of it. But 
a thing that is eternal is not found to be dependent. Yet 
Just as eternal qualities are found to depend upon the 
qualified substantive; so also eternal Shruti (in the form of 
Gayatrce) can be subordinate to Vishnu for our good 

Now chandrikakara cites many such metaphysical 
anomalies aceepted by all systems as serving good purpose 
in furthering philosophical thought. For instance in the 
Vaishesheshika system the dimensions of A kasha are 
beginningless and eternal and yet are subservient to Akasha 
which is their Support, In Advaita system, the contact of 
Atma and nescience or the Bheda or difference between 
Jceva and Brahma, though eternal depends on Nescience 
being the other pole of contact. Otherwise even when 
contact is withdrawn Nescience might not disappear. 
Parbhakara a school among Mcemansakas hold that 
Moksha is nothing but antecedent non existence of misery 
and lienee is beginningiess; and yet needs the aid of 
knowledge. In the same manner if we admit that the 
cause of applicability of Gayatee is eternal and beginning 
*ess, our logical consistency does not suffer when we admit 
its subordination to Vishnu. 

But Subordination to Vishnu is nothing more than 
Subjection to production; end hence how can a begingless 
thing be subordinate to any other thing. It cannot be argued 
that its imperishableness is its subordination. For a 
beginningless thing is naturelly imperishable and does not 
need others help. Nor can you contend that even an 
unreasonable thing when made an instance in the iliustra* 
tion in some other systems would be accepted- A thing 



having a beginning needs help of others in being 
produced But as for Sustenance, things having both 
beginning and no beginning stand in the same rank both 
needing others heJp; thus God’s help is needed by both 

Bat it is objected that Vishnu being both creator and 
destroyer, when creation takes place creatures continue to 
live of their own accord till they arc destroyed; and in the 
case of a destroyer no function like protection is consistant 
with that of his destruction. Hence protetion or sustenance 
is not compatible with destruction in Vishnu. But Shruti 
tells that protection also is a function of Vishnu as creation 
and destruction. In mere creation 

alone is denied in Vishnu. For more than that protection is 
described heartily. Hence pro'cction more than creation or 
destruction redounds to his fame. .Tust as in crcfsted things 
there is the inexorable control of Lord Harr in their maintai. 
nance; so also in uncreated things Servants depend upon 
kings for acquisition and protection of things. 

But if begianingiess things depend upon God; he may 
even do away with tho.se things as we do, dispensing with 
pots and pans. But such a dispensation is not to be found- 
Mence Dependableness on God is not justified,' 

But God has indisputable and undisputed power. 
Otherwise you cannot prove Iris unchecked power or autho¬ 
rity. Only he does not will or desire to use it wiidly> 
His uulimited power is an unchallenged truth. But why 
should not an eternal thing be subordinate to our exercise 
of power ? The unswer is simple though unpalatable For 
we have not the unlimited wealth of power of God . Therefore 
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how can the beginningless nature subservient to beginning, 
less desire of God, refuse to be under the control of God ? 

But already in Akashadhikarana all natures (of things) 
are said to be under the control of God. Then what new 
thing is asserted in this Adhikarana ? In Akashadhikarana 
Nature as such (in general) was said to be subordinate to 
the will of God. But here nature even of beginningless’ 
things is shown to be depending upon God’s will. 

Arguments continue till the whole topic of tha Adhika¬ 
rana is thrashed out thread. bare and the conclusion is 
reached: Therefore Vishnu alone is referred to by words 
(in Veda) like Gayatree and others. 

In other interpretations of this Adhikarana the Sutras 
are not properly construed and connected. Hence inter 
relationship is properly shown. In the first Sutra the reason 
mentioned in the Upakrama is expre.ssed. Kaghavendra 
makes the point clear. The Upakarma statement Is riiufcT 
and the reason is that "because he recites Veda and 
protects” therefore Gayatree is Vishnu.) In the second 
Sutra it is quoted that 

thus Gayatree’s sixvarieties are cited and its four Padas are 
asserted. Then Piirusha suk(a‘s hymn is referred to 
in which is cited. This hymn 

points out the Linga VTruf?'!!?. Thus when the Side 
of the Sutrakara is well estab'ished by these two Sutra.s, in 
the, third Sutra ('7q^5rw?rtl) two contradictory statements 
like are made and the apparent Contra 

diction is removed by Stating that the same meaning is 
expressed by them in different forms. 
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Here both Shankara and Ramanuja form this Adhi 
Karana with four Sutras. The interpretation of the Adhi 
Karan a by these two is criticised by condemning their 
interpretation of the sutras and Vishaya Vakyas (topical 
statements). Now ^^^if?Tsrr»ncr means Ti^iF^srT'tTcr; which 
refers to Chandogya 

In this qi? is mentioned. Brevity and faith 
fulness to Shruti would recommend Padabhidhanat in the 
Sutra, in the place of Charanabhidhanat, But the 
illustration of which am mounts to ‘placed 

in the cavity of the heart’ with the statement of Jyoti cna 
b'es us to raise an objection on Anandamayadhi Karana. 
Then the Purvapaksha is justified, Without that objection 
the citing of is not justified. 

After many more objections against the interpretation 
of these two, Chandrikakara comes to the conclusion 
that there is no other sutra citing Pada than Mantra 
Varnika and that is already stated by Charanabhidhanat; 
hence in other Schools there is no scope for the Sutra 
But equally Strong objection is raised 
against our inteiprefation. According to our interpretation 
tne Sutra ought to have been sqqt^TtcT- For qre") 

S FT is easily conveyed by iTrTTT?, Hence according to 
our inter pretation the word anf? in ’T is useless. 

This objection would have been right if only 
had been meant. But sjaTl^ means f^R^TI'? and in the 
same manner the other three pad as, Narayana, Vasudeva, 
and Vaikuntha arc meant Thus Bhuta Pada means ‘Four 
Padas’ in all So the compound should 
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be dissolved as This means ^cf 

together with three essential Padas. Thus Vishnu having 
four Padas is very well justified and hence the very existence 
of the Sutra also is not redundant- 

But this raises a new objection. In the Mantra many 
Bhutas are meant and hence many Padas are necessitated. 
So it is not stated that ^T?rrs have one pada and the other 
three forms have three Padas 

This objection Is squarely met with. First a corrobora¬ 
tive evidence from Meemansa is chosen and cited. In the 
third Adhya first Pada and seventh Adhikarana it is stated 
that is either a piece of woolen 

blanket or a piece of cotton cloth- ‘House must be cleaned 
or washed with a piece of cloth or woolen blanket.’ Now 
the question is whether one house to be washed or all the 
houses; it is the Shruti that decides the number of objects of 
statement as it does, the number of the means in the state¬ 
ment In the or means namely trsiT has 

its number one So also the object has the number 
one- ‘one’ which is not a part of the sacrife is meant or 
not is a doubtful thing- But in a similar shruti ‘one’ is a 
part of Pashu; it cannot be apart of sacrifice which is 
expressed by a different word in the sentence. So this 
one which is not a part of sacrifice is not meant 
(to bi involved in the injuncion)- This, is the 
Purva Paksha 

But the Sidhanta is that one is meant to be involved 
in the injunction. For this oneness is involved in the 
Karika which is very elo.e to the original word (srifh 
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and is the chief thing. But this oneness having 
discarded the meaning of the orginal word which is just 
before it (<t^»Tl) seeks association with the Verbal activity 
being syntactically related to the Sentence. Then indirectly 
that oneness becomes related to Pashu, as its adjunct. 
This oneness has its purpose served when associated 
with Hence oneness is meant to be involved in the 

function of yajna. This is the Shidhanta- 

To come to the point at issue, just as Pashu is the 
object it the enjoinment of Sacrifice, So also oneness 
of the Pashu is involved in it. In the Same manner 
oneness of Pada also is meant to be exprersed. 

But if Bhuta means Vishnu then Bhuta is different 
from Vishnu who thus cannot be one with Vishva. Hence 
he cannot be Bhuta pada. And you connot argue that 
just as chaitra is a fourth part of Maitra, though different 
from him, so also Vishva though different from Vishnu 
is a fourth part or Pada of Vishnu So Vishnu is said 
to be Vishva; for it is a fourth part, in Strength, of 
Vishnu and not because it is of the same essence* 

But the word pada is mentioned once in the Sutra 
and it is found only once in the Shruti 
and its refernce to Bhutas is not primary, with reference 
to Amrita in their three essences is primary. This fact 
is made clear by an instance from Jaimini Sutra. 

(one should offer on the full moon 
day with Pauinainasee). Here the word Paurnamasee 
with a locative case ending connotes ‘the full moon day’ 
the lime (kala) of Sacrifice primarily; while the same 
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word with on instrumental case ending refers to Some 
karma related to that secondarily, In Jaimini Sutra 
(11-2-2) Darsa and Purnamas are to be offered on two 
separate holy Occasions. Then should the minor offerings 
be repeated each time ? This is the doubt- The Purva- 
pakshi contends that this batch of six sacrifices having 
the same fruit and having the beginning and end, once 
performed will aid all sacrifices. To this the rejoinder is 
that though it is known that each one having the same 
fruit, has the same process of performance, yet the time 
of recitation being different the process also differs. 

These are the two injunctious, Paurnaniasi and Amavasya 
are the two instruments which must be used io a 
sacrficial activity for the desired fruit. This is the meaning 
of the termination. As an aid to this performance the 
necessfiry periods of time Paurnamasee and Amavasya are 
prescribed. Therefore even minor offeriogs that are in 
eluded in the instiunients, fruit, and action of the major 
Sacrifices have this time fixed, therefore in every process 
these minor Sacrifices also should be repeated. This is 
the Sidhanta, 

Just as the word with the locative case ending is 
Considered important in denoting time and the word 
ending in the instrumental case is unimportant in indicating 
the time of that sacrifice; so is the case here In the same 
manner in gsjJT’if): the word Prathama means both Prathama 
and Dvileeya So also in the Sutra, the mention of the 
word qK includes both major and minor meanings. There 
fore fwqi^r which has the v ord qj?-, has a primary meaning 
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referring to the essence of Vishnu; while in refe 

rriug to essence of a differnt thing from Vishnu, the 
has minor meaning- Thus the first and the third Sutra as in¬ 
terpreted by the two systematisers (Shankara, and Rama 
uuja) stand refuted by this explanation. Now in .the 
second Sutra Brahma is the locus (srfMssH) 

for Gaya tree according to Shankara, And through 

one should get peace of mind- For this peace of 
mind it is stated that I Gayatree is one 

with all. But this is refuted in the respective places by 
stating that Brahman cannot be the locus for illusions. 

Now the fourth Sutra has been 

interpreted by others . differently. “ Just as a hawk in 
contact with the top of a iree may be said to be ‘on 
the top of the tree* and also 'above the top of the tree’; 
so also Brahma in heaven may be said to be above heaven. 
It is further explained that just as the hawk even dis 
connected with the top is said to be above, the top and 
on the top. so also Brahma above heaven may very weil 
be said to be in heaven 

In the first instance it is admitted that Brahma is 
in heaven and oh that, his being above heaven is explained 
and in the second instance his being above heaven is 
accepted and on that his being in heaven is explained^ 
One must remember that Locative means ‘Support’ and 
ablative means “ lower limit for comparison ( srafq' ) 
It must also be rememberad that both and 

arqfclc^ in reference to the same thing cannot be primerily 
true. If one is primarily true the other must be 
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only secondarily true ()• But shruti should be 
accepted only in its primary meaning; and its illustration 
cannot be quoted for its opposite meaning. 

Now this interpretation is refuted, one thing is 
primarily a Support or limit to another thing; then if the 
same thing is a support or limit secondarily to the same 
(another thing) then you cannot make use of such sentences 
as the hawk is above the tree and others and hence you 
cannot have on illustration to your interpretation. 

In this connection Bhamati Kara says — when the 
meaning of ‘Support* is important, there in the context of 
^taff?rT?r ( when it is in contact with the top of the tree ) 
the word ‘hawk’ means by implication the whole of hawk 
consisting of parts of hawk that is above the hawk which 
is in contact with the top of the tree* Raghavendra adds 

a note here. ‘As there is no contact of the hawk with 
the lower part of the top, the expression ‘above the top 
means’ above the lower part of the top* When on the 
other haod the meaning of ‘limif' () is important 
then (aig) in ‘on the top* the loeative means only Vicinity 
so that the hawk is only hovering round the top without 
actual contact with it. Thus in the illustrated sentence 
the word Jyoti or the Stem ^ in or the locative in 

have all implied meaning. But in the Jyoti which is 
Brahma there are no parts comprising it. 

Some other explanation also is recorded for review 
and refute. Then still another is taken up for critical 
review. Though his interpretation is very shallow still 
Raghavendra quotes him folly and notes down the defects 
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in detail. The Vishaya Vakya is ?ier?r: and 

here the doubt is whether Shiva is Jyoti or some one 
else. Now Diva is Akasha which is meant to be either 
physical hollowness outside our body or tiie 
So one above Diva is the sun above it. But the Jyoti 
inside the body is the fire in the Stomach. But he is 
said to have all Bhutas as his Pada. This cannot be 
found ill Gayatree, therefore Jyoti is Shiva only, This is 
sidhaiita, As for the explanation offered by 

Bhamati is accepted. 

This is refuted. It js already stated that the instance 
given does not agree and that Charana (Pada) also equally 
does not fit in, with Bhamati’s explanation of Upadesha- 
bhedat is already refuted. 

Vak and others are in context. Hence four footed 
ness also cannot be adjusted. But in Shivarka manideepika 
it is stated that “ cowpen in the river ** when read with 
deep ‘river’ means ‘bank’ as it is associated with the 
river. So also TTlJIsfV followed by rrTtf^ 

means that Bhuta is Gayatree in the form of Vak; and 
is not dilferant from it. 

Bnt this cannot be accepted For according to your 
version you can not refute fiyefootedness of Gayatree or 
Jyoti along with Prana. And as Vak is an adjective 
qualitying Gayatree you cannot get six varieties But 
he tries to establish six Varieties thus: Sarva Bhutas are 

established in Prithivi and remain not transgressing the two 
varities. 

Then Prana is to be established in the body and 
the heart; and remain not transgressing them- As there 
are two supports in all-there are four varieties- all making 
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six varieties**. But it is easier to find six varieties in 
the forms of Bhut and others. Besides, to count one 
attribute as 'wo only because it is found in two resepticles, 
is not reasonable as it leads to absurdities Scriptural 
evidences are quoted to prove that Vishnu is tobe found 
in Gayatree. many more shruties and smritics are quoted 
to prove that Jyotj is Narayana by the exclusive marks 
of Narayana like ‘the husband of Lakshmee and the 
father of Brahma’. Hence ‘placed in heaven and 'placed 
above heaven are to be reconciled oniy by three worlds 
theory and seven worlds theory. 

PADANTYA PRANADHIKARANAM 
BHASHYA 

Prana was said to be Vishnu. But in 

q. There 

( In respect of Prana already quoted ) in the 
Aitareya, Prana is not said to be Vishnu. "These 
very same ( eye, ears, mind speech and Prana 
and their Presiding deties) are placed on the 
head ( of four faced Brahma )** For Prana is 
cited in the group of senses. Therefore (the 
sutra kara) says— 

SUTRA stT'JrffqT^^TJTrq; 

Prana (cited from Tailtareeya snor:) as 
well as from Aitareya) is Vishnu only- For he 
is uniformly said to be expressed freuqently by 
the word Brahman along with marks of Vishnu 
like ‘worshipped by gods’* 



BHASHYA 

(?f sii'Jrir>r) ‘Gods preached about Him- 
(?rtT5ilrsf: 5f qwsrr’jr:). He is Asu because he destroys 
the evil minded snd he is Prana because he is the. 
source of joy to the good- (sriii One 

should know that hymns propound him promi 
nently. (asif sr’JraTfgfcT^fcr) This Prana (Vayu and 
Vishnu) places himself in the chariot (the body)- 
These and others repeatedly declare Prana to be 
Vishnu- 

So also here Prana is Vishnu. 

In Skanda it is stated that , 

“Gods preached only Vishnu- They worship 
Him as Bhuti ( knowledge and wealth ) He is 
the only topic propounded in all Vedas. This 
body is said to be his Chariot. And in this con 
text the Brahma is uniformly repeated. 

SUTRA 

or Speaker is Viswamitra the Composer 
of Brahati sahasra. To him Indra Preached about 
himself as Prana. (So Indra is Prana and no^t 
Vishnu. (But this is) not (correct)- For in this 
context Bhagavan Vishnu is said to be in contact 
with many bodies of Indra and Vishwamitra 
and others. ( or frequently a Supreme spirits’ 
contact with Indra and others*) 
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BHASHYA 

(srr'jfr^T Indra addresses sage Viswa 

mitra as Rishi and told the sage that he was 
Prana- So, because India calls himself ‘Prana’ 
therefore he is Prana and not Vishnu. But this is 
not true (sm: N am: QsripJT «j 5 n%; For it is said that 
‘you are Prana and Prana is all beings’ which 
means that he is related to many bodies as 
their immanent controller- 

SUTRA moll 

Just as Vamadeva said about himself that, 
he was one with Manu and Surya from the point 
of View, of Immanent god, (So also is the preach¬ 
ing of Viswamitra that he is Prana) and not from 
the point of view of identity. 

BHASHYA 

Here Shastra means Vishnu who is. the 
immanent God. For it is said in Bhagavata 
that “He is Pure knowledge and immanent 

god For Vishnu actuates every one, being 

an immanert controller and the geat resort* 

In Padma Purana it is said that Vishnu is called 
by those names ( which are popular names of 
others); for the reason of his being the controller. 
There is no one name which is not His name, 
and is the name of Jeeva and other Things. 
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In this respact the great evidence is 
3T1T# ^4?^) that “I was Manu and Snrya-” 

SUTRA ^fftqrqi trqsqrqrr«icrcqici 

•d 

The marks of Jeeva and Mukhya prana are 
heard in the Shruti and hence Prana-is not Vishnu 
but some one else- But this contention is not fair. 
(For there is uniform repetition and Lingas or 
marks to refer to the immanent form). Thus only 
three kinds of upasana can be adjusted. And this 
fact of three kinds of upasana has been stated* 
These three kinds of upasanas refer to three kinds 
of aspirants who are eligible for them- 

BHASHYA 

sr^r sTqfq'i “So many 
thousands of days of hundred years (would be 
the life periods of Jeeva)” Thus there is the 
mark of Jeeva. And in the dialogue of Prana 
(and Indriyas) there is the mark of Mukhya 
Prana* Therefore Prana is not Vishnu. 

But it is not correct to say that Prana is 
not Vishnu- (The marks of Jeeva and Mukhya 
Prana do not run Counter to this statement)-; 
(For he is immanent and this is very useful for 
inward meditation) And this meditation is of 
three kinds-medilation of Vishnu as 1) immanent 
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in the body, as 2) out side the body and 3) as 
pervasive or ubiquitous This has been menti 
oned here* 

(We know that three kinds of meditation 
have been mentioned here) because it is stated 
that he Lord Vasudeva ) tearing the boundry 
(the middle portion , of the head) through this 
passage (Sushumna Nadi) attained (the heart of 
four faced Brahma''- 

(^r arqsgg) He Narayana having 

entered this body saw Brahma of essential attri 
butes (of unlimited nature*) 

“ Knowing all this, Mahidasa the son of 
Itara said* gfffi^rR qg^gt) These 

and many other statements (declare the three kinds 
of Upasana)- In Brahmanda it is saii that one 
named Mahidasa was born from Itara by Virtue 
of penance* He is Lord Vishnu him self, who 
wrote a work on Vishnu. 

“Men, (Sages, Gahdharvas and gods) have 
their respective ways of worship outside, inward, 
ubiquitous) depending upon their own . intrinsic 
merit*” 

“This Hari or Purushottama is worshipped 
by some.as ubiqvitous, by others in their heart 
and still by others as staying outside ” Thus it 
is stated in Brahmanda. 
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It is also stated that “Those who perform 
sacrifice, worship Hari in Fire. Sages worship 
him in their hearts, the ignorant find him in the 
idols and the well initiated serve him every where* 
Thus ends the first Pada of the first Adhyaya 

BHAVADEEPA 

Tattva pralcasikakar offers the connecting link of this 
Adhi Karana, with the shastra stating that this Adhi 
Karana treats the samanvaya of words, popularly 
referring to others than Vishnu, in Vishnu. But 
Raghavendra has unearthed an apparent Contradietion 
to tnis connecting link and has answered the objection. 
Just as Akasha is shown to refer to vishnu in 
3n«r5r€^lf??r>rr^ so also Prana is stated to refer to 
vishnu in srm: so Prana is and not 

affqqsrfiTs: as stated by Teekacharya. Yet even the Prana 
of the former sutra is included in the unsettled group 
of words. Hence this Prana is justified when called 
arsr^fsff^rs’ 

In the status of dialectics the Prana of former sutra is 
shaky. For the Prana of this sutra has many strong 
reasons to refer to others and hence it is secure in its 
sighifying of others. Yet the Prana of former sutra 
is not 50 safe in signifying others- For there are no 
strong marks in its favour to help it in connothig others 
On the other hand there are such strong marks of Vishnu 
as ‘being the husband of Laxmi’ which are unequivocally 
true. 
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The meaniag of “It is not right that Prana is Vishnu” 
is that there Prana is not used in the sense of Vishnu. 
But it is used in the Sense of Vayu- This is the Purva 
paksha- Besides Prana is cited in the Company of lower 
Senses and hence it cannot aspire to be the name of 
the most supreme Lord. But Mukhya Prana is the 
master of all senses. Indra is the controller of the hand 
and hence he is also one of the senses. And Jeeva is one 
who is the resort of the fruit of the sense activity- No 
doubt Sidhanti is favoured with many strong statements 
and marks on his side. Yet when one of them is exclusive 
in application to Hari, it should be made to adjust 
itself to apply to Vayu. 

Thus when the Purva Pakshi is entrenched behind 
strong defence, the presenting of Shruti and marks is 
to make the strong side of Purvapaksha still stronger. 

In the previous sutra Prana was said to be Vishnu 
In expressing both doubt and conclusion the word ai'fq’l 
is used. So which is the better affit of the two cannot 

be settled. Yet it is possible to esttle which of the two is 
3t?ir. Hence you cannot say that Doubt and PurvaPaksha 
bear no distinction. The determination of being 

only holds good in the case of the presant Prana and 
not the previous Prana. For in the case of that previous 
Prana there is exclusive mark applying only to Vishnu 
and that is ‘ the husband of Laxmi ’• So that Prana 
cannot be said to be other than Vishnu (being Vishnu 
himself). 

Hence this Prana being contended by Purva Paksha 
to be ‘other’ than Vishnu, Sutrakar Says that Prana is 
Vishnu. 
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Ragbavendra Supplies us many gaps and missed links. 
In the Bhashya instead of Saying cf* it is said 

^ ^rsiraJ: which brings the previous text to bear upon 

the present text to show how fr is to be relinked here. 
He further shows that. Prana is propounded by all the 
Vedas, 

Then Prana is said to have body as the Chariot, 

srrcTrcT'Sfif I Now the Physical and divine Chariot of 
Vishnu and vayu is described* This chariot (physical) 
has speech or (divinely) Uma as rope. The ears (right 
and left) are (divinely) Chandra and his wife. They 
are physically his two horses yoked by his side. The two 
eyes are Surya and his wife divinely. But physically they 
are two horses joined to the front yoke. Mind is the 
charioteer who holds the reins, (Physically) while divinely 
he is Rudra. And Prana or Vishnu presides over this body 
Chariot, 

Ragbavendra explains eraitr in ^5tiJrT<Jr: aTFtrr^csr^T as a 
Compound following Teeka kara 3r«f^ and 

this goes with STjirtJOr and arrf may be two separat® 
words. Then the Sentence is construed as 3T«r SfT’iT! 9:? 

arfsjf^pssrcr. (This Prana occupies this 
body-chariot as Controller.) 

In the original it is merely said and Raghayandra 
Supplies the agent word 

the author of Brahmatarka as mentioned in Vishnu Tattva 
vinirnaya. 
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Purvapashkee had adduced the reason that Prana was 
mentioned among the senses and hence Prana was Mukhya 
Prana and not Vishnu. Now accepting the exclusive 
nature of application of this mark, Sidhanti presented 
marks of Vishnu in great number showing their exclusive 
nature of application. Other wise there was no necessity 
of putting forth their marnifoldness or their exclusive 
nature. For it would have been sufficient to adduce one 
mark of exclusive application or many marks having other 
applications in order to refute one mark having other 
applications. This also refutes the case of Purva Pakshee 
who has many shruties in favour. For they have other 
references. But in tne case of Sidhautee, there are Shrutees 
of exclusive reference and many in number. 

in the present Sutra should be imported 

and constvned with !|; but he is Indra only. Because the 
previous sentence tells us that 

Prana declared himself Indra before Viswamitra. , But 
the declaration of Prana might be merely lo deceive. Or 
even if it be true, it misht be true in respoct of its 
immanent occupent- Both are not warrented. For Indra 
Cannot be the deceitful adviser of Viswamitra who told 
Indra about Some Special Shastra. Now Viswamitra. is the 
teacher of Brihatee Sahasra to Indra; hence there is no 
reason for Indra to deceive Viswamitra* Nor the latter 
holds good. (trinT Prana exits the body. So Prana 

is eithar Jeeva or Mukhya prana, But this is not so 
The reason given in the Sutra is 5?iTT?rT and 5^ 
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But this reas®HiB not sufficiently strong to 

■> 

refute the objection directly. So Raghavendra suggests that 
after q’, should be inserted in the Sutra. Now 

the purport of all this is that Prana is Vishnu only (two 
negatives make one tr^ or only). Here also as before 
3TH*i^TT?t and should be construed and 

should be then construed, (Teeka) Lingas should refer to 
the immanent. Non-activity is in respect of the outside 
form of Vishnu which is differnt from the inmanent. 

It is stated in Bhagavata III skanda Tatparya. that 
“Hari residing in yajna or Jayanta entering in two padas 
himself raised both of them. As for Brahma, he sleeps 
in part and in another part he gets out, along with Vayu 
and Vishnu. So Brahma, will not be without Prana and 
Prana will not be without Brahma. Hence when Prana 
goes out it is not possible for Brahma to stay there- 

Immanent form is resorted to. for the sake of upasana 
or meditative worship, He occupies three places namely. 
the eye, the neck and the heart. Now the aspirant secs the 
form in his heart. Narayana enters into him with two 
Padas. Then he approaches his heart through the Sushumna 
Nadi where he assumes the Vasudeva form- He is full of 
perfections and spreads every where and is eternal. It is 
this form that he sees Thus for the sake of inner meditation 
it is said that the Lord who breaks open the head which is 
the last boundry of this body, and enters the heart through 
Sushumna- Though the word upasana is not expressly heard 
still as there would be no purpose to metion by the law of 
presumption we must suppose that all this is for upasana. 



For outword worship Kfahidas is mentioned. He is 
an ordinary Rishi as supp»re«l by some. Had it been so 
it would be easily proved t« be a Rishi by his name irg^iTj 
(the son of Itara). An authority need not be quoted. Even 
when there is the quotation to show that he is a muni yet 
it all means that one so far known as muni is declared 
in the Shruti to be Bl agavan himself- 

But upasana is said to be of four kinds and not three* 
And there in, the out aide-upas ana is not mentioned. To 
remove this doubt Bhashya quotes another evidence, 
ftrsor: this is considered Bahirupasana* 
arsr^SRrJT - (the ignorant worships him in many idols) 
in Various idols, ( variety is objectionable and not idol 
worship). Again even in the case of those who have been 
prescribed out side worship for their Moksha, meditation 
of Hari in the heart, is essential to some extent. Wrong 
worship is condemned in the Sutra 
means Brahma that is ubiquitous and that this all 
pervasive is said to be residing in the heart is figurative 
(false) as Brahmanda Contained in the Mustard seed, Hence 
this division into three Varieties of worship is not 
reasonable. This objection is satisfactorily explained in 
the coming Adhikarana Vyomavat 

For these reasons Prana is Vishnu only and he is 
Anandamaya Hence his investigation is Very well 
justified- As for the dispute about the Vi shay a Vakya 
of this Adhi karana ve deal with it in the Prakasha on 
Chandrika in this contet. 
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NYAYA MUKTAVALI 

This Adhikarana Consiats of three Sutras; 1) ^ 

2) 3) 

srr'jrr^>ii^fiT%^q‘rtiT^r?sui?if«r^t5rTr^l?rfr>’Tr?r i 

The thought link of this Adhikarana is to be found 
in taking an exception to what has been already decided 
depending upon the j rinciplc of multiferiousness of Shruti 
and Linga. In Aitaieya opanishad Prana'is stated 

^«Tf^3=tr;F»sr^5U[«; «ft^ rW ’ in many such 

places, I here is a doubt if this Prana were Mulchya Prana 
or Vishnu, Purva Paksha Considers Prana to be either 
Vayu, Indra or Jeeva. For there are many Shruties and 
Lingas in their favour- For instance Prana is recited in 
association with 'R^sftR ai^d others- rTT; and others 

introduce to us the disputes of prana-Exit and entrances 
of Prana from and into the body. Then the test of the 
fall and rise of the body, And dialogues of Prana —All 
these are the in variable marks of Mukhya Prana 

Then the associated Shrutes like RRcf 
and many others afford marks of Jeeva. Then others like 
‘ killing of Vritra ’ and others are the sure marks 
of Indra. Thus you find many Shruties and Lingas in 
favour of Purva Paksha. And these cannot be fully 
applied to Vishnu. 

Now Shidhanla begins ; There many Shruties like 
and many others which express ‘ An object 
of worship ’ ’ propounded by all the Vedas ’ ‘ residence 
in the Suryamaudala ’ All pervasiveness ’ and many other 
marks invariably indicating Vishnu- Thej^e Shruties arc 
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greater in number than these already quoted. The pre- 
viously cited 3hruties and Luigas can be easily applied 
to Vishnu who is immanent in those things indicated by 
them, (He remamed indifferant) refers to 

the outside form of Vishnu. 

As for the quotation said by Indra refers to 

Vishnu as in srg sjnJ Vamadeva either Secondarily 
or by the rule of Antaiyami ^ —.... 

3r§ refers to Vishnu primarily, as all pronouns 
refer to Vishnu in the chief sense. 

The purpose of the discussion was to raise objection 
against Calling Vishnu by the name of Prana and then 
to refute it. 

TANTRA DEEPIKA STI'il: d«fT 

In this Adhi Karana we find the S am an v ay a in Vishnu 
of the Names which refer to others than Vishnu on the 
Strength of multiplicity of. strong marks. In Aitareya 
many times we read Prana beginning from cfiqri i(5rT: J^^st 
as in SPJT* Prana is Brahma So also this is Brahma 
only; and not Jeeva, or Indra or Mnkhya prana- For in 
this context it is found that there is' (STTrqtrirr) repetition 
of Shruti and Linga like the word Brahma and, object 
of worship by the gods. In the Sutra the word g’qr is 
used to remind the cause of application of Prana 
which was Considered by the Purvapakshi to be cause of 
life in Jeeva. So cjsii is used as in and 

rr«TTsr:^: or is used in the sense that ( ) the 

formerly used Prana and this latterly used one are both 
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(<TqT) Brahma only- The word also signifies that 

the chapter is fully dedicated t© Vishnu only- 

A satisfactory rejoinder to the objection to what, has 
been said is expressed iu the Sutra j? ffif 

%cr aT«Trrt??T#6r>Tiri|rft'>T^ To Vishvamitra the anther of 
Brihatee Sahasva Ind a said—^‘oh Sage I ana Prana” and 
thus identified himsel with Prana- Hence Prana is not 
Brahma or Vishnu. But this is not correct. For in this 
context in the (sreq-fft/) bodies (of Vishnu, in Indra and 
Viswamltra) there is great relationship ( of Vishnu) 
as stated in Shruties like sTT'a^ff stft: 

Reletion ship with many is declared- Hence Prana isVishnu. 

What Indra preached was only the ubiquitous nature 
of Brahma here called Prana and not his identity with 
Prana- Or in this Indra there is great divine posse 

ssion ( ) of the great Atma ( srfq sTicirr ) And 

henee with reference to that fact Indra said that he was 
Prana. 

Really speaking is enough and is 

used as a reasoa by the Purva Pakshi to show that Indra 
Calling him self Prana was not deceiving the author (^^ 5 :) 
of Brahatee Sahasra- The word (relation ship) shows 
ilifference between Indra and Viswamitra and not identity 

Then it means that ‘Prana is in me’ So it is said 

f in this Sutra means only 
5 f!^fr which means ) immaiiaent controller 

are said to be his names ). From this point 
of view Indra calls himself Prana and not from- the 



point of identity with him; as illustrated by the advice 
of Vamadeva. Juit as Vamadeva called himself Manu 
only from this point of View; So also India Called him 
-self Prana. from the point of view of inner 

controller. Instead of using the the word the word 

is used to show that he is connoted primarily by all 
words as he is controller of all. “Vishnu is connoted 
primarily by each word as he is the controller of all” 

rf^rlnTcT I In this Sutra sri'n'; should be imported* 
After the first ;t, should be inserted. So 

the Sutra means- STfifr^cf) there is the mark 

of Mukhyaprana namely ‘hundred years’ life’ and there is 
the mark of Mukhyaprana as shown in Prana samvada- So 
Prana is not Brahma. But this is not tenable For the mark 
of Jeeva as ‘hundred years’ life’ is with reference to the inn¬ 
er controller But it is said- ‘Both of them are inactive’ is 
with reference, to the out side form, why for* this reference 
to Antaryamee ? Because there are three varieties of the 
worship of Brahma, one is inner worship, worship every 
where, and worship out side are the two- And in context the 
inner variety is referred to in glifiTf trg-jrrsm 

sir<I«f3 the ubiquitous in and the 

out side in tTcT^^r:- These three 

varities are accepted and quoted here- means that 

the three varieties are thera instead of one to suit the 
essential nature of the diSereat. aspirants, 

Raghavendra. explains some grammatical subtlety, 
is used in the Suita. This is a 
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compound. (^<TWr*rr: But by an explicit 

Sutra ^^oTTftJT a compound is prohibited here, yet the Sutra- 
kara has indulged in making that compound. Bui this ig 
not a wanton breach of grnmmatical rule. For this profti. 
tion is optional. Then Raghavendra justifies also the form 

Raghavendra at the end reminds us that each Adhi" 
karana propounds some important idea about Vishnu 
besides the tenet of sainanvaya in its varions forms In the 
Anandadhikarana Vishnu’s identity with his parts, in the 
Antaradhikarana, the dependence on Vishnu, of the wealth 
of gods like Indra and others and of even nature of al^ 
kinds in the Akashadhikarana, in Pranadhikarana Vishnu 
being the cause of all life, in .Tyotiradhikarana ignorance 
being at the basis of popular idea that all hymns treat of 
something different from Vishnu; in Chandobhidha nadhi- 
karana, dependence on Vishnu of even eternal and beginning 
less entitieSj and in the last Pranadhikarana, reference o^ 
shruties and Lingas in the respective hymns to the respect¬ 
ive immanent forms—are propound d- 

Thus ends the first pada of the first Adhyaya. 

TATTVAMANJARI : 

In Anubhashya there is bo word which summarises 
that last Pranadhikarana. The cause of application of the 
word Prana is Praneta which has been already referred to 
in Pranadhikarana. That Praneta also does the work of 
epitomising the similar Adhikarana (sftqj 

Or Praneta means one who gives life to; and this one 
was said to be Vishnu. This does not seem to be reasona¬ 
ble; For in prana is cited with “eye, ear, and mind*’ 



and on this citation and on the strength of dialogue of Indra 
Prana seems to mean Mukhyaprana. Indra in his discourse 
with a sage says that he is Prana. Therefore Prana is Indra. 
‘Man’s life comprises hundred years’ proves’ Prana 
to be Jecva Three different sentences put froth the claim 
of three different claimants. This objection is refuted in 
four sutras, with JrTVTfcT^rifrtr^Trcf. 

The meaning of the—(the sutra is explained by the the 
three quarters of the verse at the end srfe‘5: srfii 

I ^r€: By ail words famous 

in signifying others than Vishnu, like Prana and others 
which are endowed with strong marks indicating Mukhya 
prana and others, Vishnu alooe is surely pointed out; and 
not many like Mukhyaprana and others. Then there would 
have been disintegration of the sentence, as there 

are different subjects like Mukhyaprana and Jeeva. 

Thus Vishnu is the topic. Because he is 

endowed with uncommon attributes found in this chapter, 
like ‘worshipped by all gods, occupying the bodychariot as 
controller of it. We are warranted in this matter 
by the fact that Vishnu is endowed with the cause 
of application of Prana which is nothing but the 
cause of life. And if that cause of application 

inheres in others he has mastery over it. There is 
no contradictory mark of others to stultify this contention. 
(^I^’Tvrc^:) For in Prana samvada, life of hundred years, 
and identity of Indra with Prana indicate Jeeva and Indra. 
But these can be easily adjusted to signify Vishnu by attri¬ 
buting them to his immanent form. And even the state 



ment that Vishnu and Brahma (four faced) remained in. 
active, refer to an outside form of Vishnu, 

This reference to immanent form is justified by such 
statements as 5r^?r^ir'T which connotes ubiquity. 

signifies inwardness and points out out¬ 

wardness, of Vishnu, This triple variety is stated so as to 
suit the three types of aspirants. 

Thus all words populary known to connote others than 
Vishnu are shown to have samanvaya in Vishnu 

PRAKASA ; 

If we read Bhashya of this Pranadhikarna> it seems to 
refer to Purva Pranadhikaraua. But that is not the case. 
For then this Adhikarana actnaily refers to Gayatri 
Adhikaraiia according to Sudha. Hence it finds its place 
here. The link is objectionary or exceptionary which is 
defined as “that which gives scope to a prima facie objection 
is STT'Tirf?# or this depends upon the previous 

Adhikarana- The Jink is inter dependence. This also suggests 
that the instance is the ‘words that connote others 
on the strength of Shruti and Linga in abundance’- this'is 
the implication of the Sutra. This will be made clear in 
future- 

But Bhashya proceeds like this : If in q-fft 
Prana is other than Vishnu, then the previous Prana also is 
the other. So this disquisition fulfils its necessity by 
deciding that the word decisively connotes Vishnu. Hence 
the present Adhikarana justifies ils existence by supplying a 
Purpose. 
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Bat even when 'T?irRF^ refers to other than 

Vishnu, and one propounded by all the veda.? naturally is 
other than Vishnu, then the source of all shastras(gT?^TsftfiT) 
is also other than Vishnu- This sort of doubt and its clari¬ 
fication also proves the purposiveness of the Adhikarana. 

Still this does not raise any objection against Ananda. 
mayadhikarana And to do so we presented the discussion 
as before. The apparant objection raised against, Prana that 
is, to have its samanvaya in Vishnu, is deeper in meaning 
than that this Prayojana or purpose is here justified. 

Now an objection is raised : the Putvapakshi contends 
that the present Adhikarana has nothing new- The previous 
Adhikarana stcrrqsr ar®T; has exhaustively treated the Saman¬ 
vaya of srr'T iQ Vishnu- Hence sriTt a" sTl^aTTia has nothing 
new in it. Many differences and distinctions between the 
topics of the two Adhikaranas are btought to light to justify 
the separate existence of these Adhikaranas, But they were 
found untenable- In course of exhib'tion of such disiinet- 
ions it is argued that in the previous Adhikarana, Purva- 
.paksha is based upon Shruti depending upon wide publi¬ 
city and Sidhanta is arrived at, by means of Lingas like 
‘husband of Lakshmi’; while here Purvapaksha is bused 
Upon Lingas which corroborate the connotation of Prana 
and the Sidhanta is concluded on the virtue of Brahma 
Shruti and the Lingas like 'gods being guided* 

But this argument does not stand the test. For Piirva 
paksha based on Shruti which is contradicted by mere Linga 
and which again is rebutted by hostile Shriui and Lignpas 
cannot be revived by mere Lingas y«)u cannot couriter 
argue by saying that numerous Shruties would revive what 
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is contradicted- For what is based on numerality of 
Sliruties is contradicted in the Gayatri Adhikarana. 

Bat in Gayatri Adhikarana the Shrnties like . 

and others have different topics. Here in this 

Adhikarana and in the Shruti =q'gT:isflsfiTq’:. 

only one Praina Shruti is repeated. Yet this does not add 
any strength to the argument. For even in Gayatri Adhi¬ 
karana TTRr’rr^l 5 is noted there. 

But in Gayatri Adhikarana Purvapaksha based on 
the : repetition of Shruti is not contradicted- It is 
contradicted only in Akashadhikarana. Otherwise there 
would be the fault ' of tautology. But quotations from 
Bhasya and Sudha would prove that there is no tautology 
in Gayatri Adhikarana. And in Akashadhikarana also 
there would be no tautology. For in that Adhikarana 
Akasha Shruti only that supplies the topical sentence is 
being repeated. 

Revival is not possible only by numerality of Shruties 
and Lin gas. For though there is multiplicity of Shruties 
and Lin gas, in Indra, like and Lingas like 

in Mukhya Praoa, multiplicity of Shrities like 
STT'n’lfs and Ling \s like Prana Saravada and in jeeva, multi” 
plicity of Struties like ^ and Lingas like 

- still all these three types of shruties have 
scope of reference else where and Lingas also can be induced 
to adjust themselves to the reference of Vishnu. Hence 
they cannot contradict multiplicity of Shruties referring 
to Vishnu or Bra’ima which is known to refer to Vishnu. 

Here Chaudrikakara Cites an instance from Jaimini. 
Sutras, In the fourth Adhyaya, fourth Pada and eleventh 
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Adhikarana, a doubt arises whether in Darsha and Puma - 
masa all Yagas are to be considered important or only 
Agneyadi in their allotted time arc to be considered 
important} Prayaja and others arc to be considered subordi¬ 
nate. Then Purvapaksha or Prima facie view is that Yagas 
with reference to Darsha and Purnamasa are to be settled 
by the predicate (srirotrrg') used in the injunction 

I and the predicate refers in general 
to all yagas that have been mentioned without any 
distinctioDt resulting in the final objective. Hence all the 
yagas are important. But the Names ol unknown publicity, 
of course, depend upon the predicate. Those of known 
publicity are free- Hence only six yagas are important. 
Because Darsha and Purnamasa refer to only six yagas 
with their allotted time on the strength of the words of 
the learned. Though the word yaga is a general term yet 
the two names, each name mentioning three lead them to 
the restricted meaning of six yagas, which are the only 
important yagas Here the stem and the termination 
have an important meaning and the predicate itself is 
dependent on the name. Hence the six yagas are important; 
Samit and others depend upon them. This is the Sidhanta. 

In the same manner just as irt according to the names 
of 5^ and in the statement of the wise refers only 

to those six yagas or just as according to Indra shruties the 
marks of‘the leader of 3 t«i’refer to Vishnu, so also 

according to the word the marks ‘Prana 
samvada’ and others can be easily led to refer to Vishnu, 
Hence they do not help Purvapaksha to rise. 



If this is not accepted, as in Rajasuyayaga, all the 
yagas that are present shall have to be accepted. Now there 
are Anumati and vidcvana and others are yagas and non. 
yagas, Regarding these it is said TRr 

then a doubt arises whethers Anumati and Videvana, 
yagas and non-yagas are both important with reference to 
the final result (^wT) or only yagas are iQiportant< Now 
though Rajasuya is not familiarly known yet as it is used in 
the instrumental, it is known to be the means to the end; and 
with yagas and non-yagas they are known with their names to 
have some fruit at the end. Besides reminds us of these 
by the rule of ‘Those who hold umbrella go (including 
those who do not hold umbrella)* Hence that yagas are 
important is the Purvapaksha. 

Even then it is only the root meaning that is connected 
with the result-meaning ^Qd the name-meaning is not 
so connected. While the root means unqualified yaga 
and Rajasuya yaga in apposition to those yagas means 
•hose yagas which thus are easily connected with the result, 
and are the important ones and not all. 

Now in the present case these are shruties which contain 
words like Brahman which refer to Vishnu. It cannot be 
presumed that the Purvapakshi connives at the Vishnu 
shrutii's which are in the unavoidable proximity of the 
India shruties It is already in the Anandamayadhikarana 
that Brahman primarily refers to Vishnu* 

But there is scope for Purvapakshi to raise an objection 
because the signifiemt marks of Indra (kiljer of'Vritra) 
cannot easily be made to refer to Vishnu. If you try to 
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reconcile them with Brahman pleading that those marks 
refer to him as immanent (in Indra); then this leads to 
ridiculous absurdity* Brahman being immanent will be 
liable to be miserable also as misery is attributed to Indra 
and others. 

Vishnu shruties containing the word Brahman can 
be made to refer to Indra only secondarily. For Brahman 
means perfect and Indra will be relatively perfect to his 
inferiors. 

Here Raghavendra notes an objection raised : whether 
one particular Prann is made to refer to Indra in Purva- 
palcsha or some one indeterminate Prana or all Pranas» 
Among these three alternatives the first is not justified; 
when there are many suggestion^ one particular cannot 
be chosen as determinate. In the second alternative, if 
that Prana is not determined then the prime Facie view 
is doubtful and not decisive. The third alterr.ative is an 
equal failure* For the statement referring to many will be 
a divided or disintergrated sentence which is a difect of 
composition. 

This objection is refuted by stating that the marks and 
Shinties referring to Indra supersede the marks referring 
ot .•'rana Besides Indra is the presiding deity over ‘hand*, 
hence he is one of the senses given (kinaesthetic sensei to 
movements. So it is natural for him to pick up a quarrel 
with them. In the same manner ‘Life of hundred years* 
can be adjusted to refer to Indra some how. : So we can 
definitely state that Indra is Prana. Or he may be Mukhya 
Prana. For at the beginning and at the end we find his 
mark mentioned- Now Prana Shruti is well known to refer 
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to Makhya Prana and on the strength of the fact the 
shruties dedicated to Indra can some how be made to 
refer to Mukhya Prana. Or let that Prana be an Ordinary 
Soul or jeeva. ‘Life of hundred years' is the strong point 
in his case* This soul being the claimant of the fruit o^ 
all the activies of the senses, can be referred to even by 
the neighbouring Shruties. 

HENCE INDRA-SHRUTIES ALSO -CAN BE 
MADE TO REFER TO JEEVA 

The second alternative also is just. For references to 
others, are strong and clear as shown alreadyj and they may 
be definite as ‘other than Vishnu’, or even the third 
alternative will do. As there are indicators of all the three 
all the three are primarily and wholly referred to* or some 
of them may refer to Jeeva, some to Indra and some to 
Mukkhyaprana, partly- , This will not amount to division 
in a sentence. For it may be accepted as a neessary evil. 
Hence the third atternative only may be accepted as Purva 
paksha. 

If the third alternative is acceptable many will rise up 
to be Purvapaksha; then Indra and others may be doubted 
to be identical with Vishnu or not; and then the doubt 
might be cleared Thus there wfill be no fault of division of 
a sentence. 

But this sort of Purvapaksha is not warranted. For the 
wording of the Sutra does not refer to differenc or Bbada. In 
the Antaradhikarrna only identity with Indra and others is 
clearly refuted. And as shown before are strong indicators of 
others. Thus the Purvapaksha {as shown by us) is justified 
on very grounds of exclusive marks and references. 
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But again an objection i$ raised. In Akashadhikarana 
in arwr^r is phyical sky; then even in 

3T(^r^ also, where is ascertained to be Brahman 

as it occurs in a Brahma Prakararia. means, ‘the 

other’ in the Purvapiksha. Then why should it not be here ? 
we do admit the first statement, but not what you derive 
from it. For in the previous Prandhikarana the Purva 
paksha is different from that of this Adhikarana (affir srr'irr 
The special reason for Prana, not to be Vishnu is 
absent in the previous Pranadhikarana; and hence according 
to the rule of Shidhanta, Prana justly refers to Vishnu- 

This is not a good argument; for injunction 
being a statement yielding fruit, enjoins the next 
elderly pereon (f rfprq) who entertains the desire (of getting 
heaven). Hence f^rjF the termination in means ‘the 
is fit to be gained’(which jqrcft exists till heaven is 
gained). But in such injunctions as 
the Sandhya is a daily routine without entailing any kama 
or fruit. Heece the f^rg- does not involve any syntactical 
relationship with the Niyojya. Still the meaning once 
settled some where holds good in another place also. So 
in the second case also means ‘the is possible to b; 
gained’(This is according to the system of Prabhakara) Acc 
ording to Bhattamata on the remaining part of a sentenc. 
the qq comes to mean and it is universally extended 

fV 

to other placjs also. In the same manner from the marks of 
Indra,Prana refers to Indra previously So also the 

Prana refers to Indra 
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Here Raghadra introduces some objection* Even th® 
rule that a meanig once settled some where holds univer* 
sally good, does not serve the purpose. Just as in 
there are the indicators of vayu and others and hence it iS 
said to mean all the three; so also there are the marks of 
Vishnu and hence it refers to Vishnu. There in Antaradhi- 
karana as identity was refuted, so Vishnu and Indra cannot 
be identical. Yet in the instances shown in- the IV Pada 
the primary meaning was accepted to be 
Vishnu while subordinate meaning was accepted something 
else. Other wise it would not be possible to settle the 
scale of gradation. 

So here also let the primary meaning be Vishnu and 
the subordinate meaning Indra. And the marks of Indra 
will thus be justified. So also in tbe previous Adhikarana 
also primarily it refers to Vkshnu* In the same way the 
mark of Indra being strong primarily refers to Indra and 
subordinately to Vishnu As well in the previous Adhi* 
karana they refer to Vishnu subordinately. 

Or as there are indicators of both equally well they 
refer to both primarily in the in the previous sutra 

also let it refer to both. But this manifold object is not 
possible and hence they, are refuted one by one And the 
purpose is justified. At last it is concluded that the Purva- 
paksha rises in sound health. 

Thus by means of exclusive marks and others Purva» 
ptfksha is raised. And by more powerful exclusive marks 
of Vishnu in overwhelming number, Sidhanta rises up. 
Many strange qualitative attributes are heard about Prana- 
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Gods preached about prana ( Gods contem¬ 

plated on prana as Bhuti- Prana is said to be propounded 
by the Vedas (iW^^srrftnDir)- And Prana is said to be 
seated in the orb of the sun; and many others. These are 
the strong and exclusive marks of Vishuu- These marks 
are derived both from Siiruti and Smriti 

But it was argued that even marks of Purvaparksha 
were exclusive. So is made available here to 

refute this contention, 

Here the word Indra depending upon populer usage may 
mean Indra* But the word used to refer to Indra does 
not refer to him but to Vishnu who is immanent in Indra 
as in used by vamadeva Just as in if^t: 

Mancha refers to men on the Mancha by almost popular use 
without any special purpose; so also by impdication 
refers to one inside Indra and not to Indra. For smriti- 
recognises this Orcai; Hence he is Vishnu in 

the Primary sense also. 

if reference to the immanent is not accepted, then we 
are forced to accept identity of Vamadeva with Manu. Now 
is this identity of two mere chotanas without any attributes 
or is that the identity of two qualified so.uls But it cannot 
be the identity of two qualified souls Manu and Vamadeva* 
For Vamadeva cannot be Manu. 

Now again if mere two chetana,s are said to be idenfied, 
then from this illustration we should go to the illustrated 
where Indra says ‘1 am prana’ apf sttvt, 3r«tq'(T) This means 
that Indra is Prana. Does this Indra mean qualified soul 
Indra or naked conscience or chetana merely. In the first 
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alternative differently qualified objects are not accepted 
as identical. Hence qualifiud Indra cannot be identical 
with Prana. A soul with clear attributions of Indra cannot 
be one with all things, tu the second alternative the 
Purvapakshi who contends that Prana is not Brahma cannot 
reasonably do so as Prana is pure or unqualified Brahma* 

Though the word is shown to refer to Brahma 
through derivation in the upanishads 3f^) not fitto 

be condemned), Still here in is used 

in the first person (as pronoun). So here Vishnu’s imman 
ence is accepted; and Indra is said to be Prana because the 
immanent Vishnu In Indra is called Prana, when there is 
certainty that in Prana Vishnu is there and not any one 
else we need not take into consideration any auxiliaray 
evidences. Jaimini also recommends auxiliary evidences 
only when there is doubt sriq ). Here the in¬ 

variable and exclusive marks as shown before prove prana 
to be Vishnu. 

But Vishnu is known to be indifferently disposed, when 
the conversation was going on. Then how can the agency of 
partnership in the conversation be attributed to th® 
immannent Vishnu ? Prana Samvada i.s justified in Vishnu 
because he is said to be one who lifts them up, and who 
rules over all Others are his servants and he is the 
supreme Lord. Thus in order to exhibit his undisputed 
supremacy and sovereignty he enters into them and makes 
convearsation with them. 

Here Bhagavata is quoted. There it is stated that ‘both 
Keshava and (four facad) Brahma are said to be indifferent.* 
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indifference or means sleep or ^fctT. So Antafyami 

cannot be active- 

But this art?Ttn'«=tI is in respect of some outward 
and not immanent form of Vishnu How is it that Bramha 
(four faced) is said to be indifferent in holding up hi® 
own body 1 ' For when Prana migrates Bramha is not 
able to held tha body and Vice Versa But this is not 
a fact While migrating the body Bramha selecps there 
in part and in part quits the body with Prana and with 
Vishnu When these three have departed no one is able 
to raise the body of Bramha. Then all the three entered 
the body which then stood up erect. 

r Misery is not compatible with the immanent Vishnu 
Jn the same manner the stay of Prana in the body o^ 
Jeeva is not a mark of Jeeva. ‘Therefore men live for 
hundred years.’ This life of hundred years depending 
upon the stay of Prana is mark of Jeeva That is' not 
stated to be in Prana- 

Therefore wbat has been expatiated upon so long 
may be summed up that the Purva Paksha was formed 
depending upon the exclusive nature of marks of others 
and Sidhanta concluded depeding upon the exclusive 
nature of the marks <>f Vishnu and reference to Vishnu 
of other marks. This much is corroburated by quoting 
direct sentences of Acharya- 

The sequence of the Sutras— In trqsnor: the first 
Sutra, the reason (STS';) is adduced ,in favour of Sidhanti 
and Purvapaksha had been raised on the basis of exclu¬ 
sive- Shruties. So doubting the applicability of Shruties to 
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some what else, on the strength of the mark ‘Vanquisher 
of Vritra’ the Shruti was revived to denote lodra. 

Now the Hetu is made clear, Just as Prana in 
siT’JI'. refers to Vishnu. So also here Prana means 
Vishnu is the Shruti; and mark is the object of 

worship by Gods. And these have been repeated in many 
contexts. 

In the second Sutra the shruti quoted i 

os 

qT| and the contradiction that arises due to the use of 
3T5 with refernce to Indra is removed In aTeirt?iT?f«rsr W(rr» 
the word grstrTc¥ means body. Indra and Vishwamitra are 
cousidered the body of Bhagavan who thus comes in contap^ 
with many Atmas. This is the meaning of WJTT' 

Then means in this context (sr^X'ir), Because Bhaga. 

van is in Indra, Indra says ‘I am Prana* If Prana were not 
Vishnu then it would have been told in this very Prakarana 
that gr'n: w err ft) Vishnu is in all places and 

hence it is possible that ‘you are Prana’. Now it is cleUf 
that it is not cogent to call Viswamitra to be Prana, as in 
Purvapaksha In Aitareya Bhashya it is stated that 
“In Indra there is known to be ‘impregnated Presence’ of 
(sn^^T) Vishnu, by the use of the word i3TS5ricir 

lu other places Bhagavan is immanent. This special 
Prsence in Indra is only temperory. Hence Indra says that 
he is Prana. 

Raghavandra quotes the whole of it for greater enlighten 
nient. “Then India being possessed of Vishnu and vayu 
sat before Kausika. ‘This is thy food’ he said and recited 
thousand hymns as a part of Sacrifice- Hearing this Keshava 
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along with Vayu was quite satisfied. Then Janardana asked 
him to tell for the second time. Then Vishwamitra possess, 
ing Indra told it for his satisfaction. Because he was very 
dear to him Bhagavan asked K.ausika to tell him that it was 
Vishnu’s food. Bhagavan was very much pleased and 
granted him salokya (Being ivii the same world of Vishnu) aj 
the first award. As second he granted hiai his close vicinity. 
When he said he would grant him the third boon, the sage 
said to Janardana “Let me know you only perfectly”. Thus 
desirous of happiness of supreme quality as in Moksha, hg 
in the body of Indra along with vayu declared that *he alone 
is called by all names’. “This knowledge of mine is the 
best one For I shall be proved to possess all perfections 
only when I am called by all names.” 

In the third if the statement 

*I am prana’is justified on the strength of the clarification 
that Vishnu is in him, then ‘God in the chariot’ and ‘In me 
there is Prana” would be sinailar. This is harmful. The 
suggested harm is removed by the words in the Sutra. 

Id this Sutra means Brahman as 'he is the ruier 

of all. Hence he is called by the respective names. 

Then in the fourth Sutra Ragha* 

vendra institutes an objeeti®^ to what has been proved 
The marks of the coversation of Prana cannot refer to the 
immanent Prana* For then immanent is found to b® 
indifferent (sleeping) to what was happeuing roundabout* 
But if that is so there is no purpose to serve* Therefore i^ 
is stated in Teeka that he was like an indiffei'ent one. The 
xplanation is that inditfereuee was i n respeet of an outside 
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form. But there is some purpose. For upasana or medita¬ 
tive worship is of three Ki»ds'-1) In ward 2) out ward and 
3) ubiquitous- and the purpose is to meditate and worship 
accoding to one of tliese types. 

But others quote here Kau!iheett.kee Brahmana in which 
there is the story of Indra and Pratardaiia- 
*Tly to understand me’ Beginning thus lie says further 
?5rr?*TT. Now the question is what is Prana, is 
Prana vayu or Indra, or Jeeva or Brahma ? Taking into 
consideration the popular notion in this context Prana means 
vayu. This is only Prima facie view. The , real fact is 
Prana, is Brahma, as he is attributed to possess’ ‘benefactioti 
of the highest order’ ‘Jmperviousness to such heinous sins 
as theft and killing au embryo (causing abortion) and to 
possess such merits as essential conscionsness and bliss* 
vayu cannot claim these merits. 

But Indra himself declares that he is Prana and hence 
Indra might be declared Prana. So he is not Brahma' 
Then this objection is refuted by the.second and the third 
Sutra by stating that Prana is said to reside in the body as 
long as it is alive- Again Prana is blessed with essential 
consciousness and bliss. Besides he is attributed to be inner 
most Atm a which is incompatible with Indra living out 
side- Prana advises that one should think him to be Prana in 
the lame manner as Brahman advises that one should think 
him to be Brahma- This statement of Indra to be himself 
Prana is justified as the statement of Vamadeva to be 
Manu. 

Then in the fourth Sutra ‘sTqfixf ■ 

The mark of being a speakar which is the characteristic 6 
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Jeeva is mentioned. In at’TsrT'n' . • 

!?5«TPT*lF?r vayu Linga has be®* stated. f|cT?rJTc^ is Brahma 
Linga. Hence all these three are claimants for being 
worshipped* So Brahma is not the claimant. This is the 
objection side But the Sidhanta is that as there are Brahman 
Lingas in respact of Prana in whom attributes of Brahman 
are found, the other Lingas also can be easily made to refer 
to Brahman. This state has been made following Shankara 
Bhashya as it is. But Bhamati makes an amended statment 
He states that the hostile Purvapaksha does not arise at all. 
For though embodiedness fits in with vayu yet the activities 
of vayu are under the control ofParamatma. And speech 
making the function of one having the faculty of speaking, 
fits in with .Teeva and the marks of Indra might easily be 
adjusted with Brahma. Now Prana of the nature of cons¬ 
ciousness is said to fit the object of worship. And 
with this very Prana, the on® of the nature of consciousness 
is said to emerge from the body. But in Brahman that is 
integral and one without difference, dual number and Go- 
existence and emergance are incongruent with its nature. 
So the three vayu and others only are the objects of worship 
whenevar each one of them is found suitable*. Disunity in a 
statement can be borne and thus there is scope for Purva 
paksha* Sidhauta, of caurse is based upon unity in the 
statement as said before. 

Before tl>e interpretation of the Sutra is critically reviewed 
here the reason adduced to uphold the Sidhanta by others ig 
criticised. According to Bhamatikara Supreme benefaction 
is said to be a mark of Brhman. Now is This bene 
faction of the highest order a means to the human end 
is it the end itsef, 
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In the first alternative this sort of benefaction is not 
to be found in Brahman For in his system it is Jnana o'* 
Knowledge which disples ignorance. This dispelling ot 
- ignorance is the coveted end of human life; and that i® 
achieved through Knowledge. Now in the second alteroativ'J 
or highest bene faction is the end of life. Then 
is nothing but pure conscionsuess compatible with 
the state of redemption immune from all turmoil. First it 
should be decided whether Prana would be determined in 
Sidhanta as or ^5. It cannot be the former; for it 

is clouded with ignorance. Then in the latter case is it to 
a Jeeva in his circulation period that pure Brahman is 
or is it to a pure and released soul ? Brahman’s beneficence 
cannot be to a qualified soul. For a qualified soul has no 
existence in the released condition* Nor can his ben® 
ficence be to a pure soul; be cause the pure soul is partless; 
hence we cannot say that this part is beneficial to him. 
The very expression ‘involves a dividing difference betwee^ 
the two pure souls which is impossible Besides this Adhi- 
karana is dedicated to establish Biahman by condemning 
Jeeva. Henee this connot posit any unity or oness between 
them. Hence the Advaitin cannot at all begin this 
Adhikarana consistently, as that leads to self contrad¬ 
iction* 

Now chandrikakara reviews critically Ramanuja’s 
argument and interpretation of this Adhikarana Accord- 
ing to him in Pratardana Vidya is the Linga of 

Indra. For he is announced by words like Indra and Prana. 
No doubt there are marks of the Jeevas, which may be 
^asily made to refer to Indra who is a special type of man 
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Besides there are exclusive marks of India like ‘the killer of 
Twastri’ '‘Blissfulness and absence of oldage” in the light 
of “Killer of Twatri” should be led to connote India only. ' 

Yet, Ramanuja ‘ .says, on account of numberless 
attributes of Paranialman being mentioned likc^Bliss 
absence of oldage, and death, Benefaction. Prompter of 
good and evil, unfailing support to both sentient and 
insensient-these and many other attributes find their fullil- 
raent when Paramatma immanent in India is worshipped 
with these. Hence Indra directs to worship him, attribute 
ing these qualities to him. This also proves that Indra 
or Prana mentioned with these attributes is different from 
Jeeva. This according to Ramanuja is the Sidhanta. 

But in Ramanuja Bhashya doubt is expressed 
in the form whether one, called by the name Prana, is, a 
Jeeva or Paramatma; Indra is not one of the alicrnalivcs 
of the doubt. Still because it is stated that Indra is a 
famous Jeeva-and it is also elucidated to that effect in 
’Sbruta Prakishika,-Indra is Prana. 

But ebaodrikakara contends that the Purvapaksha is ndt 
in conformity with the wording of the Sutra. If the 
contention of Purvapaksha is that Prana is Indra, then in 
the Sutra, the doubt cannot assume the form ‘because there 
is the mark of Jeeva and Mukhya Prana'. Even then he 
may persist that Jeeva means a special type of Jeeva who is 
Indra yet Sutra could not have stated Mukhya 

prana ) For in his system Mukhyaprana is insentient and 
hence India cannot be a special form of vayu. A common 
word of generat application when it has a special meaning 
shall have to assume secondary implication* Another 
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logical fauU is exposed. According to Ramanuja 
refers to Indra who asks us to worship him; So he has 
accepted agency of speaking as a mark of Jeeva. This very 
Sutra may also include as a mark of Jeeva, hence 

of lodra; So aTTcifl'ltSTWr is futile. This defect includeis 
many more. If Prana is made an adjective of Indra then it 
is degraded to be Subordinate, This runs counter to the 
Sutra arrageinent where it is used (stm: rWRWTtT) a ffjff 
one possessing attribute, as predominant word. It would 
have been, 

But the Shruti Prakasha a commentary on Ramanuja 
Bbashya defends the use of Prana in the Sutra thus* The 
word Prana is used in a sentence which describes 
Paramatma and hence it adduces a reason to prove Sidhanta 
and it is used in the Sutra, as a substantive. This is not 
fair and correct. For the reason for Sidhanta is already 
supplied by and the reason for Purvapaksha is 

not expressed by any word and hence to fill up that gap and 
being the predominant one Indra alone is fit to be used in 
the Sutra* Therefore it is stated in his Bhashya ‘the word 
Indra is popularly known to b* a special Jeeva**. So you 
should suppose that the reason of Purvapaksha is stated 
out side only. 

This very objection can be raised agaimst the Advaitins, 
For they also, With this very Shruti* have raised the 
Purvapaksha in favour of Jeeva, Indra. and Mukhya 
Prana. But this caii not be flung in our face. For we 
have cited the shrati which is not touched with the 
fault shown before. The life of hundred years ii the 
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mark of Jeeva and it does not fit in with ladra, who is 
immortal and hence Cannot be said to live for hnndred years* 
while in Ramanuja’s interprelation, the mark of Jeeva is 
said to be agency of speech which can be easily acquiesced 
in being the mark of Indra who is a special form of Jeeva- 
while our Jeeva mark cannot be so acquiesced iu ludra-There 
fore Jeeva independenly by itself can be the reasonable 
subject of Purvapaksha. Prana too not as an adjunct to 
something, but as an independent substantive is also fit to 
be the subject of Purvapaksha, Hence our interp etatiou is 
free from all such blemishes. 

Thus critically reviewing the interpretation by others, 
of the Adhikarana and the first sutra in the usual course, 
he takes up, for review, qsnty cT as interpreted 

by others means “the speaker Indra is meant by Prana, for 
Indra refers to himself (sTiffftq^^rfr) that he is Praua 
(sTTWtsftir) (this is Purvapaksha). This is not sound. For in 
this chapter the period of life, the agency of speach, the 
nature of consciousness are attributed to Prana which are 
the suitable attributes of the inner self. They do not 
conform to the out side Indi a ” 

This interpretation is not the correct one. For arcufq 
itself involves (agency of speech) which is 

WfcfcW or agency of speeeh. Hence the use of 
separately again is redundant ‘does 

not even bring the sense of ‘reference to oneself’ (3rfq)qr$5ir) 
But our slate is clean. «i^?ri is not Indra as you consider 
He is Viswamitra, who is the reciter of Brahatee sahasra 
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and Indra can never try to deceive the reciter of Brahatee 
sahasra> This only strenghens the Purvapaksha view> 

Now their Sidhanla also is refuted. For Indra has his 
body and has power of speacb and nature of consciousness 
while limited life and power of speech are found only in 
Jeeva and vayu. These are not found in Brahma who is 
bereft of seases and is eternal and found every where. 
Hence this goes against the Sidhanta which upholds 
Brahma to be Prana* is not explained by seak- 

ing the services of or immanence as we have 

done* Hence they cannot prove that the chapter under 
consideration has Brahman for its subject which cannot be 
set aside* 

Now the third sutra is inter 

preted by the Advaitin as follows* Indra, through an 
investigation of shastras realises that he is Brahman,- 
preached that they should know him fully just as Vamadeva 
did. Vamadev realised that he'was Manu and Surya, 
Abam is a complex psychosis of both sentient and 
and insentient; and. hence it is not possible to find the 
essence of Brahma or the essence of Manu and 

others. The realised knowledge that I am Brahma which is 
the reason for the statement that ‘know me only’ or T am 
Manu’ is an erroneous knowledge and hence it might not 
have been warranted by the shastras, 

A clarification is sought at the hands of Advaitin and 
it is this Indra is illusirated by an instance of Vamadeva- 
And in reference to these two (arg) is used. The reason for 
the statment of “know me only” and such others is the 
knowledge of identity of Brahma and Manu with qualified 



A,bam(3r5) expressed by the word Prana or is it merely the 
knowledge of identity of pure consciousness with Pure 
consciousness by Lakshans that is the reason for the 
statement ? 

' Now in the case of the first alternative, Aham (aTfj or I 
which means the complex psychesis of Sentient and insentient 
does not ivolvc or include either Brahmatva or Manvaditva 
the reuson fur the statement ‘knowme only’ 1 am the 
maou’s is a stated before erroneous knowledge and itcanno* 
bercsultant of the study of shastras.In the second alternative 
if it is merely the knowledge of identity of pure Qonscious- 
ness with pure consciousness, the objects of knowledge are 
different. For the two have ‘I’ for the object of knowledge 
(know me only; I am raanu) They ought to be ‘know pure 
consciousness’ ’pure consciousness is, Manu and other’s 1^ 
it is contended that ‘me and 1’ mean by secondary impli¬ 
cation ‘pure consciousuessthat pure cosciousness which is 
neither subject nor object has none of the Karaka functions 
(of either subject or object) and hence connot stoop down 
to be object of knowledge. A nice distinction is sought by 
stating that pure sonsciousness allows itself to be known as 
the subject ) or object and does not actually 

become the object But grammar rule dose not allow such 
distincctioDs, For if it is to get the accusative termination 
it must actually become the objectwhile on 
our side the ‘1’ used by us, is said to have primary meaning 
only with reference to the immaneat. Hence no such 
difficulties arise. 

Now about the word shastra in the sutra, by derivation 
only it means the immaneot and by convention it means 
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sha<5tras like vada and others. It is a rule that between 
yoga and Rudhi, Rudhi is preferred to yoga. So sastra by 
RudKi dr convention means vcda and others and not the 
immaheiit by yoga. Shastra means veda and others by yoga 
only. For the vedas enjoin a duty which conduces to our 
happiness; while they prohibit us from doing a bad deed 
because that causes evil. Thus enjoining, the vedas are 
called shastras by yoga or causes evil- Tlius enjoining, the 
vedas are called shaslras by yoga or derivative mode, and 
not By Rudhi. So where a word by its constituent parts 
yields a meaning then there is yoga; where the parts do 
not yield any meaning and only the whole word has some 
meaning then it is convention. 

Even if we admit yoga in both the places, still what is 
the reason for accepting the meaning of ‘the immanent’ ? If 
that meaning is not accepted what absurdities, contra 
dictions would arise, has already been shown. Now one 
more reason is adducad here There is a shruti to the 
effect that there is only one shasta or chief comptroller 
who is Brahman and there is no second to him- For the 
cause of application is amply found in Brahman only* The 
word shastra is found used in the sense Brahman* 

Shaslra by Rudhi does not mean vedas. 

Again there is advantage to the side of immanence 
while there is disadvantage to the side of identity. For Indra 
becomes able to enjoin us t* »e# him only when he realises 
identity with Brahman, through the knowledge acquired 
by the study of the shastras So this is slow work through 
some medium while ours is immediate work. For directly 
referring to the immanent form we announce that I am 



Prana. But the Advaitin contends that he takes recourse 
to the realisation of indentity on the strength of the in 
stance that is quoted )• Vamadeva 

realises oneness with raanu on the strength of the identity 
of ail witJa Brahman* But this identity will not be possible 
as it is between Brahman or manu with ‘I’ the qualified* 

Some again contend that one is enjoined to worship 
as with consciousness) with material nature, and in his own 
nature. This will not lead to disunity in 

(qTR'HSr) composition or in a sentence. For in one sentence 
it is enjoined that one with life, with vitality and in his 
nature should be worshipped. But this is in conformity 
with Upanishadic injunction that Prana is to be wotshipped 
For Prana, is represented here as insentient or material. 
But Prana is not insentient. It is chetana or sentient so 
the types of wor.ship are limited only to (wo. 

Now this also silecces the contention of some others 
who argue that 5IIof1qif?W STSIRT cl 

^ c ^ 

is an Indra propounding statement. Hence it is natural 
that Indra is declared to be the object of worship. Now 
who is this Indra ? Is he god Indra or Shiva ? Then the 
prima facie view i? that Indra is one who protects the -world 
With rain (and food); and he is also endowed with wealth 
in abundance. Therefore Prana is obviously god Indra, 
who is fit to be the univesal object of worship. Now the 
marks of .Teeva aequiesces in Indra as he is a super type of 
man. In the same manner even the marks of Prana can 
easily by the attributes of Indra. Hence Indra in pielerence 
to Jeeva and Prana or vayu can be Prana, 
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Now Sidhantais that absence of oldage and death and 
such other marks persistently follow and are found at the 
end, So that Shiva is conclusively proved to be Prana. But 
this stands contradicted and confuted 

For if Indra alone is the Purvapaksha, Sutrakara would 
not have mentioned Jeeva and Mukhya Prana as the object 
of doubt. Agaiu as Jeeva refers to Indra for he is a special 
type of Jeeva and the speaker referring to himself is the 
mark of Indra and is already included in this, the sutra 
need not be separately framed. If Prana 
were an adjective qualifying Indra, then Prana can not be 
introduced as an independent Substantive. That prana 
is \‘ishnu has been alreadly proved in Pranadhikarana. 
Ilrnmoratiity and immunity from oldage are the attributes 
of Vishuu. But in the case of Shiva fstrT 

‘there is the reference to the breaking of his head*, and 
this is not compatible with his immortality. 

Raroanujiya’s interpretation also of ?r is proved 
equally untenable. For it is said in shivarkamani deepika 
Aitaraya that (‘sritif; fg; srpJr: of 

Wing the Atma of ail belongs to Brahma; and hence Prana 
is Brahma, undoubtedly. But in sriwlfftr JT?ITf>TT there is 
the killing of Twastru, the mark of Indra; and in 
there is the mark of Prana Thus there is difference. 

This is foolish prattle* As there, so here, also there 
are many marks of Brahma. If there, it was Brahma, It 
was so on the strength of this rule only and not otherwire* 
For many exclusive marks of Indra are seen there. And 
when that rule is cited, the Purvapaksha of three alternatives 



as mentioned in the Sutra is said to be justified. The cause 
of doubt is as mentioned in the Tattwaprakashika. 
At the end of the Adhikaraaa it it said in Teeka 

that Mahidasa is not mentioned as 
u sage uselessly* The word cannot then be justified. 
For had Mahidasa been a Rishi only he would not have 
been able to give divine posts t« gods and to sustain those 
gods. These attributes of Brahman had been mentioned 
for seaker to worship Brahman with those attributes* AH' 
this would have been futile. Or let Mahidas be mentionad 
also as Brahmsn otherwise he would not be able to assign 
divine posts and to sustain those gods* 

Chandrikakara at the end of the first pada gives a 
beantiful argument epitomising tbe whole in a nutshell. 
Ths first five Adliikaranas treat Samanvaya in a general 
and not particu’ar way. And" hence the whole set cannot 
be included in the Adhyaya aad had to remain out side it 
as introduction tc. it There also, the first Adhikarana is 
an introduction to the whole of shastra or discipline of 
Brahman; while the other four are included in the shastra 
and yet are introductory to the Adhyayai Thus the firs* 
five form One group. Beginning from Anandamaya to the 
eqd of the first pada the sutras form one big group 
as Samanvaya is treated there in- Even there Anandamaya 
and Antasthatva Abhikaranas form a small internal group; 
because they both deal in many prima facie views on many 
topics Then the four Adhikaranas beginning from Antaradi- 
ktvrana (Antah, Akasha, Praaa, and Jyoti) form a separate 
group as they deal with objections raised against tbe 
conslusions of Anadamaya. Even here, three Adhikaranas 



beginning from Akasba (Akaslia, Prana and Jyoti) form an 
internal group as they extand the application of the 
Nayas in Antardhikarana, t* these Adhikaranas and they 
deal in Bhuta names. 

To be brief the topic of the Pada is the Samanvaya 
the common words connwtiag mostly gods, elemental 
objects, and bodies, and all wards in the vedas referring 
them to the particular hymns where, they occur, and to 
marks mentioned. 

End of the first Pada 


BHASHYA : 

In this Pada attributive words which are 
the characteristic marks are shown to refer 
to Vishnu mostly- 

Vishnu WBS said to be ubiquitous () 
But that attribute is known to belong to Aditya 
by such statements as 

Therefore (the Sutrakara) said — 

(3^ should be imported)- That which is said 
to reside in all (Earth and others) is Bramha. 
called Narayana; and not any other thing. 
Because in a thing fouad every where, the well- 
known word Brahma is found in the Veda as 
residing in a thing fouid every where, known 
by the name of Narayana In the Shruti 



(ff V sf^rim) *tkk very person is disem¬ 

bodied and essentially consciousness’- The one 
that is heard to reside in. all beings is Narayan 
only ! ‘That is the only great Bramha accepted 
by the wise,’ ‘That is the great Brahma’. 

“Who other than Vasudeva might there be 
connoted primarily by the word Brahma ? For 
he alone is perfect with attributes; others are 
so only formally-” 

So the well-known word Brahma is used (in 
Shruti) only with reference to him- 

II R II 

And because the attributes dike unheard¬ 
ness) in Sarvagata which are fit to refer to him 
in Shruti or which are going to be mentioned 
later on, can b» meaningfully applied to Vishnu 
alope and cannot be thus applied to any ope 
else; so the Sarvagata is Vishnu- 

BHASHYA : 

“That same one is not heard” and others* 
He is by this mantra “oh Vishnu ! the one god 
that is Already born or is going to be born” the 
one that is not heard, (aiw) “He is Savita, he is 
Vayu, he is Indra, he is unheand and unseen* 
who is Hari, who is the great, who is Vishnu the 
endless. ’ thus in chatutvedashikha- 



m 

But because tbe word Aditya is used and 
because he is said to identify himself with the 
body endowed with iastruments of knowledge 
like eyes and ears, he (Saryagata) should not 
be thought to be ‘Jeeva’. 

For 

Sarvagata is not Jeeva or (Aditya ; because 
it is not reasonable (to think that one soul can 
reside in all bodies). 

BHASHYA : 

For it is not possible for one soul to reside 
in all bodies, 

u V u 

Jeeva is not Sarvagata because Sarvagata 
mentioned ‘Atma’ is aa object while ( 

Jeeva, contrary to it, is mentioned as 
the subject' 

5r3?f?Tt'?f!T^ U K II 

In the statement ?r^rirr=5r«^), the word 

Brahma does not refer to Jeeva; because the 
word Brahma is qualified by the attri - 

bute 

BHASHYA : 

He alone is told to be Brahma And not 
Jeeva is called Brahma 
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“This Vishnu alone is Brahma; this Vishnu 
alone is Atma, this Viehnu alone is Savita* That 
Vishnu alone is called Hari for he takes away 
tSins)- He is the great and is perfectly great or 
supreme ” thus it is told in Indra dyumna shaka. 

Not only because there is Shruti to the effect 
that Brahma is not Jeeva) but also because there 
is Smriti (to that effect)- 

“oh the conquerors of sleep! lam Atma 
the immanent in the hearts of all-” (Gita 10-20) 
“Descending on the Earth I hold up the souls 
by my intrinsic strength” (Gita 15-13) 

We should not father upon the Sutrakara 
as his opinion any advaatitious and unwaranted 
statement- 

Tii^tzsr non 

As it (Sarvagati) is said to occupy a small 
place (in the heart) and as Jeeva is referred :tq 
,(by Shruti arid Ling), Brahma is not sarvagata. 
If so that is not correct.For (these references 
agree only with Vishna) he (Vishnu) is to |be 
meditated upon (with th«se attributes) thus- (A 
big thing is contained is a small recipient) like 
the the sky • 
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" As stated In ^ipj. he is one having; a small 
’filace (in the hearts); ;anid as stated in 
he is said to have Jeeva attributes he (sarvagata) 
is hot Brahma. But thisvobjeetion is not correct. 
For Vishnu is to be worshipped with the attri* 
•hptes of and gaineven an 

ubiquitous entity can be heid in a small place 
like the sky. : ,, 

. Vishnu resides in all beings as the ;COntroller 
'of their senses, and is :»alled by:. the naipes of all 
and is propounded - in; jll the yedas. Thus in 
skanda- .r,;;.; — vtn-'o 

n^tvsTTfc^Ftfcr ^.?r . M ii,, , ,.. 

j: {If sarvaga.U (Brahma) is supposed to reside 

like sky in all the Jeevas) he will be subjected tp 
share the experiences (of pleasure : or, pain) of 
those Jeevas. In the face , of thjs serious 
objection sarvagata cannot be Brahma. But 
this objectibh' is not tenable: For Vishnu 
(Br^hnia) is gifted with extrdordihafy powejii arid 
' by the virtue of it lie is iirimuri^ from that 
subjectioin to Siniilar experience of Jeeya • 

BHASHYAs. , 

; If Jeeva and Batamatman together in 

a common body Paramatma is subjected: to simi.. 
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|at experiences ajs, those of Jeeva* But this is not 
true. For he is endowed with extraordinary 
,power* 

It is stated in Garuda Purana Similar exper¬ 
ience to Paramatma and Jeeva cannot be argued 
jQut; fpr There is catogorical difference between 
them on account of their little knowledge and 
all knowledge, their dependence and independ¬ 
ence* 

BHAVADEEPA : 

( 

Raghavendra first declares the topic of this pada to be 
the‘Sainanyaya of Lingatpiaka words in Narayana. Now 
what is the meaning of words ? Linga is urually 

taken to mean exclusive eharacteristie. Now how can the 
words be of the nature of ‘exclusive characteristic’ ?. So 
'Raghayendra explains this expression as gr4: n 
attc^Tf Linga is an , attaibute 

which h the nature, of the word. Or which is the cause 
of application (of the word.) There words which are 
of the nature of attributer which are the cause of applying 
the words in the particular sence, are called Lingatmaka 
#ords. 

Id the first Pada',' all substaoitives in veda, with the helh 
of attributive marks In the respective sentences vvere deter¬ 
mined to refer to Visbom alooe. But some attributive 
marks were found to be an biguous io reference and ;thQse 
are chosen here for discussi** and settlement of Samanvaya 
inHari- ^ 
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' ‘ Here appkfently- though the Saitiahvaya pf Nanid &eemfffp| 
'to be settled; yet it iis the attributive marfcyvlfose SamaDivS^^^ 
is discussed in the frame work of Purvapaksha and Sidheoi% v)| 
and then settled to, refer to Vishnu. ;Fpr instance *the; ’2< 
.feasideoce in a small place' is reviewed on the basis of its'-I 
popularity ini the respective places arid at last settled,to refer 
^6 Hari; and itHs hot names like Aditya that are detefmihed 
toifefbf:to.Hari.i"" 

' - ^ TIhe topic of the- first Sutra is ^this''the 

ubiquitious nature (^r^q-iT,) of Brahman is referred to‘ib iS 
But this ubiquity is said to belong to Adityg; ip S 
But the word Brahma wbieh is 1 
referred to )by; ?r5nTh iSfUsed in: reference to VishnU: alone « 
iii many places; 

' ' ’ - Flow.if this belongs to some on else then Praha : i 

Who is said to be also will be some: one else. Fpr 
ubiqtiity here is ‘residence in the ihearts Of -all; This iis 'i; 

tfiis imay ' apparently: seem tb be 'incbthpatibte | 
with prwitch all peryasiVehessi For 'tbisl : 

ubiquity may be found ip A^hitya and others in a.restncteb 
■ ihrmi.: ' ’' ii"i 'iii i i -ii■,■ ,.i:,ii-„i.,.. • 

Even Jeeva can be said to be cRTiI js a restricted vSenas. 

,‘endowed with the, sense of sight’ alao is/ Qomipatible 
with Jeevabhaya. „, ^ 

V i ‘ ^Thus Pupvapaksha is not particularly Aditya Or Jeeva*. 
Had it been so then there- weuld have been doubt Whether 
?r?nT is Adilytf Or- Jehva i ■ l*«tVapal£sha sticks to;' Ihc' Cphte- 
nsion that it is other than Vishnu which is determinate' ahid 
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decisive. Oo account of the context, being in the same 
chapter Aditya is Prana. In Vishnu unrestricted ubiquity 
cannot be compatibly found with ‘residence in a very small' 
place But in Aditya, residence in a small place does not run 
counter to his being. Prana For can be so restricted 

as to conform to needs of ‘residence in a small place’* 

Now the Sidhanta begins- One wno is said to be the 
resident of the cavity of the heart is Brahman only (not 
Adhitya nor Jeeva); because the word Brahman Who is 
known to be found in Prithive and others, is associated with 
him. Smriti cunhrms what Shruti has said that he is found 
in all elements. But this creates a doubt that Brahman is 
found only in the elements and not in other places. Hence 
to remove this doubt, in Bhashya, it is stated that Brahman 
is used in the sense of Narayana corroborating Ihe sense 
of shruti. So Narayana who is out side also is stated to be 
in all places which means that he resides also is side the 
heart of man« 

Raghaveodra explains in 
3T^: means amcrf;; i 

3Ff} fi spatial and terhporaf 
pervasiveness and infinity of perfections belong 

td Vishnu and hence Vishnu is called He derives 
it from the root to go continuously’. Similarly 3TS!|cr 
means ‘not fully heard* and aiq^i not reached or under 
stood. aTU^: not conceived or thought and means 

uot dependent. 

The words in the shruti also are explained. 
jS explained as ‘that which is desired to be spoken’ But Jaya- 
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teertha explains it as ‘that which is fit to be spoken’ Ragha- 
vaiidra’s explanation is not in contravention of Jayateertha’s. 
For that which is fit alone is desired to bespoken* But 
Tattva Pradeepa explains it as ‘that which is the 

purport,’ 

He is not heard’ does not deny his very au¬ 
dibility; but he being infinite is not fully heard. Hence 
he is said to be 

JT Here 5riT<t7) refers both to 

Aditya and Jeevas* Bnt in Bhashya is used in singu¬ 
lar, in conformity with q g'lffr: in the Sutra. Now the 
Sutra means “Adhitya or Jeeva is not Sarvagata. 
Embodied Adhitya is not Sarvagata because the word 
Adhitya is used. Nor the embodied Jeeva is Sarvagata 
because there are marks of Jeeva. Thus the word should 
be repeated and construed both with Aditya and Jeeva* 
So in the sutra is not used in duel but in singular 

to give scope for it to be repeated. 

^ in the sutra means qq’ or only and that is farther 
explained as “If another thing were fit to be sarvagata then 
it would have been so, on the strenglh of a reason that 
warrants it, So Jeeva and others being eligible would have 
claimed sarvagattva. No other is oligibie for it, for the 
reason of incompatibility (3f5Tqq#;) only, ultimately 
(only) means that there is no use of a search for 
another reason. 

For Jeevas collectively cannot claim to be Sarvagata- 
For such a statement has no use in the present context. If 
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Jeeva claims it individually then Jeeva will succumb to 
pains and pleasures inherent in all bodies. So even if 
Jeeva is eligible for it yet it will not be compatible with 
its nature* 

In order to avoid this unsettled state of enjoyment of 
Karma the rule of enjoyment of Karma may be referred to* 
That body which is built on the strength of his Karma 
becomes the place of his enjoyment of Karma, and not all 
bodies in which the Jeeva casually resides, as he does in 
plants snd vegatations at the time of transmigration from 
one body to another. 

Raghavendra explains the intermediate stages, After 
the exit from the body the soul soars to swarga* After the 
enjoyment of swarga, the soul descends to the earth through 
clouds and rain to plants and resides there till he enters 
into the body of his father and ihrough him to his mother* 
This Jeeva residing in plants is rot subjected to the suffer¬ 
ings of those plants- So also Jeeva can reside in all bodies 
immune to all pleasures and pains inherent in those 
bodies. 

. But residing of alt Jcevas in all bodies creates chaos 
in the world of Karma and a distinet assignment of Karma 
to a particular soul as his, becomes impossible. 

But Aditya can claim sarvagatatva as it is agreed 
to by you, For as funcetionary deities Aditya resides in 
all bodies. 

But even Aditya is not found in the bodies of higher 
souls where he has no function of controlling. It is only 
to cotrol the bodily functions that those functionary 
deilies reside there in the body. 
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Or this may be interpreted in another way. Brahma 
has dilTerent bodies in different Kalpas. For different 
Adhityas function in different kalpas as functionary deities. 

In the context of Sarvagata the 
following Shruti is quoted sfitifR qTfH He tells 

others about Atma. This Atnia is sarvagata and he is 
introduced as the object of telling (Preaching) and Jeeva is 
introduced as the agent of telling. And generally in any 
activity the agent and the object are found different. Here 
there is no reason to treat this as an exceptional case. 
Hence Jeeva is not sarvagata. 

Why! both the agent and the object can be Jeeva, One 
Jeeva that is Sarvagata tells about Atma to another Jeeva 
that is Sarvagats. Then all the Jeevas cannot be Sarvagata. 
For the object only is said to be sarvagata* And 

agent is not said to be sarvagata.. 

All Jeevas need not be sarvagata; only those Jeevas 
that arc not ‘Agent’ are ‘object’ and are sarvagata. But 
this is not possible. For the ‘object’ Atma is qualified by 
the adjective ^^4^1 which is the mark of Jeeva in general. 

It is argued that because the word 
is used in the context of sarvagata, hence he is Vishnu. But 
then 3r«^?or is not compatible with the state of Jeeva. Why? 
Jeeva also is said to be Geeta* For it is said that 

one who sees Jeeva similer to Iswara is rarely to be found. 

This is refuted. The word Brahma is not used in the 
seuse of exclusiveness. RaghaVcudra now explains the sutra* 
means The word is not used in the sense 

of Jeeva. For the word is only used in the sense of exclusive 
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ness. Raghavendra now explains the Sutra, 

The word Brahma in the exclusive sense (is used) For 
corroborates the view that 
is used in the sense of Brahma exclusively and not in 
the sense of Jeeva* In excludes reference of any 

one but this (real or principal Brahma) It is but a rule that 
or ‘only’ grammatically connected with the subjec 
asserts the exclusive meaning of the Predicate 
Now in the Sentence the subject 

connected with asserts that predicate is used in 
the exclusive sense. In this context if is used in one of 
the unimpertant meanings namely Jeeva, then other 
unimportant meanings like Jati or universals also are 
applicable to Brahma. Hence exclusiveness lent by 
is spoiled. But if Brahma is used in the important sense 
of Vishnu as there is no other important sense IJ ahma is 
used in the exclusive sense 

In the same manner 3risrffc«r and others ate used in the 
exclusive sense only. The previously quoted shruti corro* 
borates this fact. The Geeta statement 
also refers to God or Iswara, as stated in Geeta Tatparya. 
Because already a reference is made to him in STotrsfcTTsq' 
arf^c^rfs^f Even if it refers to .Tceva who is the eternal refle¬ 
ction of Brahma it means to state that when the image is 
so difhcult to be seen much more so its original Brahma; 
and that its power and strength are beyoud description 
Hence and others (Beyoud hearing and seeing are 

chiefly applicable to Is wara only. 
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Here sutrakara quotes Geeta in order to corro¬ 
borate the sarvagatatva of Vishnu No doubt Badarayana 
and vyasa are oue and the same. Yet Gita is conversation 
between Krishna and Arjuna; and Vyasa only reproduces 
that conversatioQ- So its validity is not attested. 

In cliandogya one is advised to contemplate 
and is doubted to be Jeeva, And in contradiaction 

of it ifiTirtu is said to be Iswara and not Jeeva- But some 
one querrics how he can distinguish between the two who 
are identical. Jeeva and Iswara arc identical. To thes the 
reply is that the distinction is apperent and not real. 

But there is no evidence to prove that the difference 
between Jeeva and Iswara is apparent or unreal. You 
cannot say or logically prove that difference by its very 
nature is unreal- “the difference between Jeeva and Iswara 
is Mithya, because it is difference, like the one between the 
moon (and the imaginary moon)- 

If difference is mithya what is Mithya ? If that is real, 
it amounts to apostaey-For it is said to be unreal. If it 
is meant to be ‘indeseribable’ such a thing is not 

real then it is unreal itself. If mithya means ‘that which is 
sublated after it is wrongly understood’ this is not a new 
thing; for it has been already accepted. If mithya 
means ‘essential non exi.>lance in the past, present and the 
future’ it ail again means false or unreal. If its conception 
is changed a little as ‘that which has been perceived yet 
essentially uou-existing in the three times’, this is not an 
old story. For this is not pure unreality. For whatis 
unreal is never perceived. 
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This requises further analysis. The general statement 
made, means ‘An unreal Thing is not pereceived’. But is 
this perception direct or indirect ? It is not direct perception 
that is derived of an unreal thing. For an unreal thing is 
said to exist and hence you cannot deny its pereception- 
If only indirect pereaption is demied; indirectly you 
accepit- For a verbal expression like this yields knowledge 
of the meaning. Mandana a staunch exponent of Advait- 
ism has accepted this contingency. When thus critically 
examined Advaitism sustaies a hollow defeat, 

% 

Raghavandra’s method of elucidation is worth stud) ing. 
It is well illustrated here. Both sutra and Teeka come 
with in the orbit of his clarification and justification. First 
he explains the construction of the Sutra In the Sutra 
there is Here should be construed with the 

statment of objection Then the second ?r in the Sutra 
should be construed as ‘Because he resides 

in a small place etc, he is not sarvagata This stallment is 
not reasonable.’ Now the Purvapaksha is justified in tire 
Teeka. For there is objection to the statement that Vishnu 
is Sarvagata. In Vishnu is said to be 

c 

Sarvagata a^d in Aiiandhikarana he is said to have no 
properties of Jeeva, Or on the strength of Smiitics that 
are to be quoted, he is bereft of ignorance and transitarincss. 
So it is argued that just as Jeeva is not sarvagata though 
there are evidences to prove it, because there is strong 
opposition to it; so also though there are evide nces to 
warrant the sarvagatatva of Vishnu, yet he is not so because 
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there is strong opposition to it. One is that he is said to 
reside in small plaecs, and aaother is be is said to reside in 
the eyes which is the invariable mark of Jeeva. So Vishnu ig 
not sarvagata as Jeeva is not. No doubt if both Jeeva and 
Vishnu are not sarvagata then this statement has no subject 
matter at all. But this sort of absuardity is unavoidable 
when a statement is beset with contrdictions and opposi¬ 
tions. 

The opponent’s contertion is that Vishnu is not sar¬ 
vagata. But sidhantakara asserts that he is sarvagata and 
adduces reason to it. Both do not sail in the same boat 
as contended by purvapaksha. Sidhantakara claims an 
advanatgeous position for veda itself warrants Vishnu’s 
residence in a small place compatible with his ubiquity. 
For if Vishnu is not fouud in small places he cannot be 
found in all places. 

Now how Vishnu is found in all beings is explained- 
Vishnu’s place in all beings is as the controller of all the 
seusess in them* Residing in the respective senses Vishnu 
prompts those seuses to their activities. So he is said to be 
and means ‘as the controller’. This subject 
is fully explained in the last pada of the 2nd Adhyaya. 
Because he is the source of strength of seeing he is callad 
In the same manner because he is the source of 

strength of hearing he is *fT^qqand so on. 

If Jeeva and Vishnu seside in the same body, they 
both must have the same pleasures and pains. This object¬ 
ion holds good in either case; when the same jeeva resides 
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in all bodies or when the same Iswara resides in all bodies 
both will be subject to the experience of the same pleasures 
and pains. If both are caught in a burning house it 
cannot be that one suffers from the burning flame; 

to the exclusion of the other* Therefore even if Iswara i^ 
sarvagata he is subject to human sufferings. 

Even if both reside in the same body Iswara elaims 
immunity from human sufferings; because Iswara is blessed 
with extraordinary power which is not common with human 
soul. In Garuda Parana it is stated that Iswara and Jeeva 
were not subject to the experience of the same sufferings, 
be cause of difference between them of all knowledge and 

little knowledge, of all strength and little strength and oj 
independence and dependence. 

Now one distinguishing quality of all slrength is enough 
to get immunity for Iswara* Where is the necessity of 
quoting omniscience of Iswara ? The reason of quotation 
is this that though endowed with strength to avert, still the 
suffering happens. But this does not happen in the case of 
the Lord. This refutes the contention that because God is 
omniscient therefore He is subject to human sufferings 
otherwise He is not ommisciant. 

This statement that Brahma is to be meditated upon 
with these attributes puts an end to many 

objections like the word Brahman to be used in the 
Subordinate sense and many others. Thus at last it proves 
that Vishnu alone (gffr) is Anandamaya; because thatg^^ 
is repeated with every Sutra * 

TATTYaMANJARI ; 

In the first Pada all nouns’ referring to things other 
than Vishnu and occuring in sentences chosen from different 



shakhas are shown to refer (Samanvaya) to Vishnu as 
attributive words in those contexts invariably showed his 
marks. This we find unreasonable. For some of those 
attributes no doubt were proved to belong to Vishnu. But 
many still remained unproved-Hence those attributive words 
serving as marks are shown in this Pada to refer to 
Vishnu. 

Those attributive marks clearly referred to other things 
and were ambiguous in their reference to Vishnu- Thus 
here he is shown to possess those marks, which so long 
had been in a doubtful condition. 

But one question arises here. And that is whether the 
marks are shown to refer to Vishnu on the strength of 
marks. In the first alternative there is mutual dependence 
and in the second alternative they are ambiguous. But 
those attributes which are warranted by evidences to refer 
to Vishnu, are in the same context unambigously and 
exclusively referring to Vishnu and to none else. And 
these have been fully corroborated to referring to Vishnu 
by exclusive shruties also 

Vishnu, called Prana> was a.scribed unreasonably for 
upasana the attribute of?rrr«ltW For, in Aitareya some 
Aditya or Jeeva is told to reside in the cavity of the heart 
of all beings. Therefore and also must 

belong to either Adilya or Jeeva, for the context is this 
same This residence in the cavity cannot reasonably 
belong to Vishnu who is said to be pervasive. Besidas, if 
he is residing commonly with Jeeva in the same body then 
Vishnu will be subject to human pleasures and pains- As 
a reply to all these objections, following eight sutras- 
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beginning with sarvatraprashidhopadeshat, start with 
their work. 

The whole of the Adhikarana is summarised in one word 
in Anubhashya ‘Vishnu alone’ should be construed 
with ‘possesses all marks’ as described in the Shruti 
Now this Sarvaga or all pervasive is also 
situated in the body and heart’s cavity of all beings; It is 
he who is called before in Pranadhikarana; and so it 
is Vishnu; and not Aditya nor all Jeevas, The reason is 
that he possesses all marks In Shruties quoted like 

and others, he is exclusively said to be the meaning of 
Brahma; His bodilessness ‘nature’ Not-being 

heard, the object of eulogy made by Jeeva-these are the 
marks found in these Shruties which belong to Vishnu 
alonei This is corroborated by the Shruties quoted in 
Bhashya. 

Raghavendra interprets this part of Anubhashya in 
another njanner. “or the ubiquitous with these marks is 
Vishnu alone Those marks on the strength of sentences 
quoted in Bhashya belong to Vishnu This is the meaning of 
(,for) in Anuhashya, The Brahma in 

Shruti used with a particle, meaning exclusiveness (qsr) 
means Mukhya Brahma who is Vishnu, Had any other 
been Mukhya Brahama and had this been secondary 
Brahma, there would have been no such statement as 
‘He tells this alone to be Brahma.’ 
Uiiheardncss also does not fit in with any other thing than 
Mukhya Brahma, 

But we do admit that according to the rule applied in 
Namapada the word Aditya in the Shruti 
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srrf^JT.* is the chief Brahma or Vishnu, yet the marks of 
Aditya like Samvatsara aaratva and others; 
and others belong to Jeeva. So this controverts the 
previous statement. To this objection the reply is f%JT‘ 

tlf^-All the marks juslly belong to Vishnu alone_ 
Samvatsara Saratva is the property of Vishnu. For 
samvatsara is four faceai Brahma who is controlled by 
Vishnu and is fitly called, therefore, samvalsarasara for 
that reason. And this Hari as described in many shruties 
is one residing in Aditya. He is also chakshurmaya; be 
cause he resides in the eye and controlls it. Hence he is 
as in Purnanananda, chakshurmaya; for he is endowed with 
complete power of Vision (Mayat means full of ’)• 

Hari is omnipresent. Still he can reside in a small 
place without prejudicing his omnipresence For shruties like 
3frT. ^3'cT SEfgsujcir ?TlTlJr<T up holding the idea that 

Narayana resides inside and outside of it covering the 
whole of it; and smrities like vaT5tq'rf«f?r} 

T reside in side the body of all beings, and also adducing 
reasons as in this incompatibity has been 

reconciled- 

From the preceding Sutra if you import here 

we have afcTt: So the whole statement means- 

Vishnu who is all pervasive like the sky, can reasonably 
reside also in small places* 

Further Raghavendia explains the full implication of 
“He resides in these respective places, for the 
puspose of provoking their native capacity to action." This 
is the quotation from Anubhashya which thus makes 
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explicit the implicit purpore of as impulsion 

to activity of their intrinsic strength, resulting in its 
exhibition. 

This involves Vishnu in another crisis. Coexisting 
with Jeevas, Vishnu Subjects himself to pleasures and 
pains similar to Jivas. But his extraordinary strength 
and power saves Him from this crisis. The pronoun gr 
refers us back to the previous pada and states that the same 
Vishnu in whom samanvaya was shown there is referred 
to here as sarvagata. 

TANTRADEEPIKA : 

So far in the previous pada Samanvaya of all subst¬ 
antives having for their meaning something other than 
Vishnu was dialated upon; and now in this pada, samanvaya 
of such attributes which are marks is explained, 

In this Adhikarana Samanvaya of a positive 
mark like ‘existing in all places’ is established. You must 
read along with the Sutra. So the meaning of the 
Sutra is- means in all Shrutics like .q;crir,?tTf 

the one stated is means Brahma only, why ? Because 
the word Brahma famous in all Shruties is used. The 
word Prasidha an adjective qualifying Brahma is used to 
show that in the case of Jeevas Such notability to qualify 
them, is denied* 

on this side this will lead to 
to be Construed with Sutra) •ompatibility with 
is possible only when Brahsaa is meant to be found in 
Praithivee and others; and not possible when Jeeva is 
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meant. This includes all attributes that are fit to 

be described at the end, in Skruties like The 

attributes mentioned at the end carry much weight in 
Settling the import. 

But Jayateertha in Anuvyakhyana gives another meaning 
because one should not try to refute him when he says that 
Vishnu is capable even at a distance to move things to 
activity then why should he be proved to reside in all things 
in order to prompt them to activity by'waking up their 
latent capacity ? this is the objection which is set at rest by 
his other meaning. 

Now this may belong to Aditya; because the 

Shruti is devoted to Aditya. And it may belong to .Teevas 
as it is said to be and not to Vishnu as argued. To 

this objection the reply is Read 

along with this. Here also ^ means tr^ or only. Aditya 
or Jeeva having contact with body cannot be called 
Sarvagata. For they will be stated to be Anu or atom 
like; and when both are all pervasive, their Karma also 
will be all pervasive; and Self hood and concsious person¬ 
ality which determines the share of pleasure and pain is 
equally pervasive. So this upsets the very argument of 
allotment of pleasure and pain. The word 5 (only) adds 
strength to incoherence and unadjastibitity to be found in 
the opponent’s argument, 

The Sutra, instead of has used ?t with 

significant implication. For this suggests the incompati¬ 
bility of expressed in aRrOTt, with Jeevas. 

Again Jeevas cannot be so; because , 
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The words and which have 

occurred before should be thus changed and construed here 
with the Sutra. In the Shruti one is said to be in 

all places like Prethive, This is mentioned as qrif (ST'c^Tl^f) 
object in the Shruti SfRiTH while is ment¬ 
ioned as There shareera is not Sarvagata. 

Had it been So Shareera or Jeeva would have been both 
subject and object in that sentence with t he verb 
which is syntactically self contradictory in the case of 
one word. 

But there are very strong marks of Jeeva in that context 
like So the words like should all be changed 

to mean others than Vishnu. As a rejoinder the Sutrakara 
says- 5r5^f^^^icr. The word Brahma has a speciality oj 
being construed with trsf or exclusiveness, So Brahman 
cannot be interpreted as shareera- This exclusive Brahma 
signifies only chief shense which is Vishnu and not Jeeva. 

Again words stated every where mean Brahma 
For in Smriti like Geeta it is stated- “oh Gudakesha 
I am Atma residing in the cavity of all beings.” So every 
where that (Brahma) alone (is to be found). Here though 
Smriti is his own words yet as it is reproduction of others 
statement it is quoted here as evidence. Thus you must 
construe in future also. 

Again what is stated is objected and then made clear in 
And is to be construed with the Sutra. 
Raghavendra dissolives and explains the compound 

3r4« (small) (Place) iTT^; o!W«T. 
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‘because he resides in a small place’ should bs 

construed here also. ‘As it is stated that he resides in a 
omaii place like the cavity of the heart of all beings; 
(Again means) ‘the Shareera or Jeeva on the 

Strength of Aditya Shruti and the mark of chakshur- 
mayatva is mentioned as Sarvagata’ Therefore Brahma 
every where cannot mean Para Brahma or Vishnu* 
Besides Brahma as controller of the sense cannot 

reside in the eyes as he is all pervasive. 

To this objection first Sidhante for clarification asks 
some questions: Do you mean to say that his residence in 
a small place is useless or unreasonable ? The first 
contention is not right For he is meditated upon as 
‘residing in small places and in the eye. Hence it is not 
useless* Nor the second is right- For the all. pervasive 
can reside in a small place like the sky’, Just as the all 
pervasive sky can reside in different places, so also it is 
reasonable to state that Brahman stays in the cavity 
the beings* Here some difference between the 

>» 

and is being reconciled Already the three types 

of 5 <Tl?risare referred to; yet is repeated, to show 

that is of the nature of knowledge. 

is derived from the root So upasa is some mental 

activity and though it serves no purpose yet it is reasonable. 
Therefore you cannot contend that Shruti is not valid* 

Taking objection to what has been said the Sutrakara 
says ^ Now in the Sutra 

means common •Bjeyment. If Brahma reside 

in all cavities of the Jeevas like the sky. Brahman will be 
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subjected to common enjoynaent with the Jeevas with whom 
he resides. 

This objection is sound- For there is some speciality 
with Brahman, some special strcin th. In the Untarnaya 
Adika rana Brahma is said to reside ia some Jeevas and 
not all Jeevas as is contended here. Besides here pervasive 
Hari is said to occupy a small place quoting the instlanccs 
of the sky. 

NYAYAMUKTAVALI ; 

In the previous pada all substantives in innumerable 
vedas were affirmed to refer to Vishnu on the strength of 
marks occurring in those respective sentences. Some 
ambiguous marks are now ascertained to refer unmistakably 
to Vishnu in this Pada. 

As usual Raghavendra offers the argument of the 
whole of. the Adhikarana consisting of eight Sutras 
headed by Really speaking there is no 

necessity of supplying a thought-link connecting the last 
Adhikarana of the fore gone Pada and the first Adhikarana 
of the forth coming Pada, Because there is no such 
expectancy on the part of the enquirer. If expected, it is 
the link of objection raised against what has been previously 
stated. In Aitareya in all beings like Prithivee, Dyau and 
other things, a thing is said to reside which is no other 
than Brahma- This thing that is stated every where 
in Shruti is doubted if it is Aditya or Jeevai or Vishnu. 
The priina facie view runs as follows-thc word Aditya that 
has occurred many times in Shruti, is referred by the 
pronouns which has reference to and as it ia 
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said to be its essence, it is a clear mark signifying Aditya. 
There is a Sauramantra beginning with which 

mentions Aditya. And Aditya is not mentioned as residing 
in Aditya. For all these reasons Aditya only is sarvagata* 
Again there is the most noted mark of Jeeva as mentioned 
in which unmistakably connect him with 

these instrument of knowledge. ‘He is in beings’. Jeeva is 
said to reside in living beings and not in ~ other things. 
Henc he is said to reside in small places, which again 
is the mark of Jeeva. or ‘all Jeevas’ is meant as sarvagata. 
And not Vishnu as that runs counter to the marks and 
vedic statements cited. If inspite of these, Brahma is insisted 
to be sarvagata he will be subjected to common enjoyment 
of pleasures and pains with the coexisting Jeevas, 

As against this, the Sidhanta argues—the word Brahma 
used in is used in the famous sense 

of Vishnu in . The chief meaning is Vishnu; 

while other meanings like universal ot Jati are only unirn* 
portant. This meaning is specified with stress ((*R») which is 
justified only in its being chief sense. 

Besides in which forms the latter part 

of the sentence we hear complete inaudibility and other 
marks which are corroborated by Smrities like ai^RTcRI 

Then Raghaveiidra 

construes other statements to conform to this truth. 
RRcRttffsrtRfcf: refers to fourfaced creator Brahma. And 
the essence belongs to sarvagata by the rule of Antarnaya. 
This all-residing Brahma without infringing his essence 
may condescend to reside in a small place like the cavity 
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of the heart. The logical soundoess is further held up 
producing the instance of the sky. 

The word Wcf in ?r#a?riT5r: is used for the sake of med- 
itation. becomes meaningful even when Brahma 

is said to reside in Aditya Subjugation of the residing 
agent in Sarvabhutas reduces the agent to Similar experi¬ 
ences of grief and joy along with the Bhutas- But this 
charge is easily waved by his extraordinary power which 
secures Brahma immunity to experience of Similar grief 
and joy. 

Again need not be the mark of Jeeva. q-qj 

means controller of senses like eye and ears which fits in 
with Vishnu; who can be the lord over eyasight. Now no 
opposition or contradictions comes in our way. On the 
other hand there is then strong opposition to the inter, 
pretion of the Purvapakshee. For both Aditya and Jeeva 
being atom- like in size cannot exist in many places 
So one who is said to reside in the earth and 
other things is Vishnu only- The ultimate result is that* 
as there is Aditya only in Bhutas and others, 
it shows that Vishnu exists in other places than Bhutas and 
hence he can be very well seen to be pervasive. It was 
formerly argued that Sarvagatatva that belonged to Vishnu 
as stated in Shruti was all pervasiveness and it was not a 
fair argument thus contended the opposition side and 
thus refuted the Sidhania side. 

PRAKASHA: 

Teeka does not supply thought link of the previous pada 
with the presen to Reference to other sources has supplied it* 
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Those marks which in the previous pada helped the names 
to have meaningful reference to Vishnu are shown how 
their compeers seek samanvaya in Hari in this Fada. Of 
cousc those marks of the previous pada many not all have 
found access to this pada. For ‘Seleeping in the ocean and 
other marks of the previous Pada are not treated in this Pada 
for Samanvaya. Hence it is said that only Similar marks 
to the previous ones are shown to refer to Vishnu. And 
similarity consists of marks being components of sentences 
similar to the sentences of the previou.s Pada, Or certain 
marks that have been good reasons to show that names 
have references to Vishnu in the prcvdoiis Pada. Marks 
similar to the afore said marks are treated for Samanvaya 
in Vishnu in this Pada. 

Raghavendra gives an exposition which is both cleat 
and comprehensive of what has been stated so long. All 
substantives in all shruties have been proved to have 
samanvaya in Vishnu though they are known to have 
references to other things, on the strength of those raspect- 
ive marks in those respective statements in the previous 
Pada- Leaving aside the unambiguous marks of Vishnu 
equivocal marks are chosen to be treated here. 

Now you cannot try to corner us by asking us whether 
we prove the Samanvaya of the marks on the strength of 
of marks or names- As the marks are yet to be proved, 
they are still doubtful in their veracity; nor the second 
alternative is safe, for it is affected with mutual depedency. 
For when the validity of the Samanvaya of Names is proved 
the Linga Samanvaya would be proved valid. So there is 
no scope for corneriog; for our stand is that unambiguous 
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marks and names prove the Samanvaya of these marks in 
this Pada* 

AH. this argument melts down to the statement that 
the present Liiiga Samanvaya adduces reason to 
the Nama samanvaya previously stated or the present 
question rises up as the result of the previous statement. 
So the thought Link is that of cause and effect. Anuvya- 
khyana corroborates this fact. 

Here an objection is raised. In Teeka it is contended 
that the mark sarvagatatva is famously known to belong 
to some other {than Vishnu) because it is found in Aditya 
Shruti This is not fair. For here means ‘one 

residing in the cavity (of heart) of all beings’. Now this 
sarvagata belongs to Vishnu also. For it is said 

So taking into account the similar statement 
in Aditya Shruti, this mark residing in the cavity of beings’ 
comes under the catagory of ‘marks famous for belonging 
to both (Vishnu and others); and not only to others. Jui. 
an instance is quoted- In Bhumadhikarana arr^ftq'i 

WUfST’ Prana is said to have Bhumatva at the beginning- 
Then in '*ru't?r the same Bhumatva (greatness) 

sa cv s 

is said to belong to Vishnu. Thus Bhumatva is common to 
both Prana and Vishnu aF^S). Similar is the 

case with sarvagatatva. 

This is not correct- For there is difference between 
the two. In the instance quoted it is agreed by the Purva 
paskee both at the beginning and in the Similar Shnui that 
Bhumatva belongs to Prana and Vishnu. Hence it is said 



214 

to belong to both Prana and Vishnu. But it is not so 
here- For the Purva pakshee has never agreed to the 
opinin that Sarvagatatva belongs' to Vishnu. Hence it is 
not ubhayatra Prashidha. 

But if this is insisted on, then there will be the same 
objection in the case of ‘Jyoti in the cavity of the heart’ 
(in Gayatri Adhikaranal which forms the topical statement 
and introduces (residing in a small 

place). But if objection is possible based upon whatever 
immediately precedes it, it must be expressed. Here when 
Bhashya and other sources are consulted, it is found that 
objection based on the previous Adhikarana is possible^ 
Hence its necessity. 

But (his is not reasonable. For this sort of objection 
is possible even in the third Adhyaya in the third Pada. 
Hence non mentioning of such an objection is counted as 
serious Omission-But when thought link with the previous 
Adhikarana is not possible as they are in different Padas 
then there is no point in objecting the omission. 

It is stated in Tantrachudamani that there js no 
thought link between the last Adhikarana and the firs^ 
Adhikarana of the coming Pada. If there is such thought 
continuily then there would be no division of Padas. 

But this is not a sound objection. For the division of 
Padas can be based upon difference in subjects 

The subject of the Adhikarana is Sarvagatatva. The 
doubt is whether this sarvagatatva belongs to Aditya and 
Jeeva or Vishnu ? Then rgain whether Aditya in the 
previous sentence refers to Aditya or 

to Brahma ? Then again for this purpose we must settle 
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if Brahma in is used in its primarry meaning or 

secondary meaning ? Then again if fits in with 

Brahman or not ? 

Ragavendra now relates the objection side with judge¬ 
ment side and makes clear the purpose of this sort of 
discussion. Residence in a small place’ 
is residing exclusively in the Bhutas and no where else* 
This meaning we get on the strength of the word used 
inIf this does not fit in with Brahman’ 

then the word Brahman unavoidably shall have to be 
supposed to be used in the secondary meaning. As this 
does not run counter to the previous sentence; Aditya in 
this sentence to the topic of the sentence Then the pronoun 

in tlrftTRf refers to Aditya and naturally 
belongs to him. 

But when fits in with Brahman, then (he 

word Brahma having nothing to counter act, does not 
connote the secondary meaning and hence the previous 
sentence cannot have Aditya for its topic. Hence Vishnu 
alone is This is the net result of this discussion 

and as it is clearly evident it is not mentioned. 

Now this discussion is based accepting the primafacie 
view to be Aditya as sarvagata If you want to follow 

the same discussion accepting Jeava as the sarvagata 
in the prima facie view then the discussion runs w'ith a 
little modification. The doubt is whether Jeeva is sarvagata 
or Vishnu ? Then the Pronoun in trcrqq'tT’^iirJT refers 
to what is going to be described or not-- Eeven if it refers to 
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what is going to be described d® and others fit in 

with Vishnu or not ? For that purpose does jqnj (in 
mean having eyes as instruments’ or‘being the controller 
of the eye; the other gaps should be filled in by guessing. 

Now the Purvapalcsha or objection view begins that 
Sarvagafa is Aditya; for refers to Aditya and he is 
Tff. Now a counter objection is raised against this Purva* 
paksha that sarvagata cannot be any other than Vishnu. 
For Aditya deno ing popularly some other than Vishnu 
may be made 'o denote Vishnu according to the rule 
enunciated in Antaiadhikarana or the rule of mastery over 
the cause of application- But in Antrardhikaranathere 
was the mark of‘sleeping on the ocean’; while here there 
is no such mark* The word Ganga in the expression 
‘cowpen in the Ganga’ means the bank of Ganga; for there 
is the absurdity of a cowpen being in the current of the 
river. But in a similar expression ‘Afish in the Ganga. 
Ganga cannot and does not mean the bank of the river’ 
For here there is no such incomptibility or absurdity. 

But this argument does not stand. For the cause of 
applicability in Adilya does not depend upon any other 
than Vishnu Hence Aditya in its primary sense is Vishnu. 
Even many shrufies containing Aditya cannot help the 
case. For Sbruiies having Vishnu in its primary sense 
conclusively prove that Aditya is Vishnu- 

But in those shruties there are words like and 

others and the rule of samauvaya proves that those 
savitiu and other words connote Vishnu and not the 
synonyams like Aditya and others connote Vishnu- This 



is not reasonable for in that context the word 3rf?fd is not 
occuring. Hence in the coming Adhikarana it would not 
have been proper to doubt whelther the word srf^frT has 
any other applicability. Besides it runs counter to the 
line of Amivyakhyana ^ri^rtTnrfTT^^: \ 

?r??trsr. All words meaning the remaining deities 
on the strength of the cause of applicability connote 
Vishnu. 

Thus goes on the argument to controvert the objection 
view that Aditya means the sun or Jeeva. When already 
it is firmly established that all words meaning the deities 
convey Vishnu as the primary meaning, then there is no 
scope for the Purvapakshi to raise his objection. 

But the Purvapakshi is justified in raising the afore 
said objection (sarvagata is Aditya or Jeeva and not 
Vishnu). For the following three reasons- 1) Though as 
explained the Aditya Shruti is capable of another meaning, 
yet in Jyoti statement the context is clear and unambiguous; 
and Jyoti Shruti and exclusive mark of Aditya get strength 
of exclusive application. 2) No doubt formerly words 
had been proved to refer to Vishnu, yet it was not explicit 
if that was the primary sense; and the doubt was still 
lingering if it allows another sense; and it was itself 
exclusive in application. 3) Now this samanvaya does not 
come under the perview of tlie rule or Nyaya quoted. Thus 
for these three reasous shruti (Aditya shruti) is exclusive 
and the Purvapaksha rises up with the flare of success- 

After a full fledged discussion again it is proved that 
the Purvapaksha has been legitimately raised. For though 
Aditya and other words belonging to Devata class, have 
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been shown Sanmanvya in Hari; yet they have not been 
shown as having that meaning as the chief meaning, 
Nyaya Vivarana also corroborates the same meaning* There 
fore the Purvapaksha is justified. 

Now begins the Sidhanti. In Purvapaksha it was said if 
sarva gatatva belonged to Vishnu for which the word Brahma 
and the mark Ashrutatva arc adduced as reason they are 
found to denote Aditya; and hence that is the unimportant 
meaning. So it does nof connote Vishnu. Now Sidhanti 
contends that all those reasons shown to denote Aditya are 
favourably disposed to connote Vishnu. Hence Aditya 
Shruti does not stand opposed to Vishnu-meaning; and 
the word Brahma now uninterrupted signifies the primary 
meaning and not the Secondary. On the strength of this 
Brahma in its glorified meaning, Sarvagata in its association 
with Brahma, means Vishnu. This is the out line of the 
argument of Shidant- 

It was argued that the Shruti had for its topic Aditya 
1) on the strength of the mark ‘Samvatsara sarvatva’. But 
this is not correct For the word ‘Samvatsara’ means 
‘Prajapati*. in its secular and sacred sense. And one, 
superior to him is Vishnu* (gjg’I?:). 

Having the coordinate trq in 

there is no one popularly Known; yet there is Hari know 

in Shruti. The word Aditya again is known to mean 
Brahma. For it is one of the thousand names of Hari. 

“All people favourably turned to” is the mark of 
Surya, But just as means spT in every house; 

so also 55 ^ afar does not mean that 

every man is favourably turned to Aditya but to the one 
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immanent in every Purusha, Mere there is reference only 
to ‘immanence’ and not to ‘Abhimukhya’ or ‘face respect 
fully turned to’. Even if the latter is meant, it is the orb of 
the sun that can claim this ‘Abhimukhya’, Deity sun is 
far away from the orb; still if the god sun can claim 
this Abhimukhya, equaly well Vishnu that is immanent in 
itt can claim it. 

Thus when the mirks arc disproved to refer to Aditya 
the sacred reference to Sh'uti is disproved- The whole 
can be explained thu . As will be explained later Brahma 
Shruties prominetnty prove thr.t they refer to Vishnu as 
their main import. Aditya Shruti comes under the perview 
of the method of interpretation adopted in Antaradliikarana 
and hence refers to Vishnu. 

But if Brahma Shruti is chiefly concerned here and on 
its strength Aditya Shruti is forced to refer to Vishnu; 
then if this is proved to refe r to Vishnu, it would remove 
the detractors and Brahma would mean Vishnu This is 
the logical flaw known as mutual dependence. But it cannot 
be argued that the real detractor of the sense of Brahm^ 
is or ‘residing in a small place’ and not Aditya 

Shruti as contended before For even Shruti is said to be 
exclusive. 

This whole contention is baseless- For mutual depend- 
ece counot be proved; because the word Aditya yields 
scope to the sense of Vishnu on the strength of the 
usage in Shruti and this does not 

depend upon the ascertaimment of the chief meaning of 
Brahma. Hence the circle tf mutual dependece will not be 
completei 



Besides Brahma Shrutt is the coQeludtng Shruti 
and Aditya Shruti is at the beginning 
Hence Brahma Shruti gets preference over the upakrama 
Shruti, And all the marks that revive Aditya Shruti into 
life are interpreted other wise to Suit Brama Shruti' Now 
the mark of‘possession of eye sight’easily signifies surya 
to be Aditya and not Vishnu. But this comes withthin 
the perview of topic of Aiitaradhikaraoa and according 
to the rule it can be easily made to signify Vishnu. 

Even in Surya Mantra Surya is called Atma; because 
he receives all things and absorbs all things in him at the 
time of Pralaya. Hence it is a sure mark of Vishnu as he 
is taid to be ibe controller of all. 

As itself is shown to be Brahma which is 

V3 * 

used to signify Jeeva gives scope to the probability of 
signifying other referents. may signify Vishnu in the 

sense of ‘having a parfect Vision' or 'being the master of 
senses like the eyes.’ And is not Jeeva: because he 

cannot be modification of or eye. 

Staying in small limited spaces cannot come in the 
way of his being in all places. For it is a truism that one 
being able to stay in small places cannot stay in all places 
Here Ragliavendra cites a beautiful instance. Just as one 
who pronounces one letter after another is able to recite 
the whole of the Veda, and not one who does not recite 
a single letter, so also one who is found staying in a small 
placet can claim to be found in all places. 

But here he is said to reside in Bhutas and hence he 
can claim to be found only in them not in all. This object* 
ion is hasty- For he is said to be in Bhutas and not, in 
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Bhutas only; and that too for the purpose of meditative 
worship. 

Again Vishnu or Brhama is said not to reside in Aditya, 
Hence Sarvagata must be Aditya* 'This doubt or objection 
must have been cleared long ago But context casually 
treats this objection with much benefit, Vishnu is said to be 
Sarvagata and Sarva or all includes Aditya also* So there 
is no exclusion of Aditya. 

But the objector makes his position clear* Here Vishnu 
is not said to reside in Aditya particularly. This clarifica¬ 
tion makes his position still more insecure- For further 
quotations show that Vishnu is in all beings. And he is 
also called by all names* Hence one who reasides in Aditya 
is called Aditya by name. 

Thus or residence in a small place is shown 

justified by stating that it is exclusive in experience and 
hence overrides the claims of Aditya Shruti being stronger 
in application* This is accepted as main in meaning'and 
has other implications, which like strengthen the 

cause of Aditya, with the support of words in Shruti and 
hence are injurious to Shidhanta But the remaining part 
of Sutra viz confront boldly the opposition 

and in its support the Teaka Is explained. 

Now the services of the ether Sutras like STf^^t^^ricr 
and others are sought and Shruti and 
Linga and others that are favourable to the Shidhnnti are 
enlisted. Thus Sarvagata cited here, is proved to be Vishnu, 
setting aside the claims of opposition that Brahma cannot 
be used in an unimportant meaning when the important is 
possible of application. 
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Besides on the grouiiol that Jeeva also can be justly, 
called ‘unheard of’ and is also said to be TiaTtftT, if he is 
called Brahma in a subordinate sense, an exclusive state¬ 
ment will have no meaning Since there is Vishnu other 
than Jeeva, who is Brahman in the principal seuse and 
there are others like Jati and others which are Brahma in 
the minor sense* And henoe there is nothing to exclude* 
But if you admit Vishnu to be chief mean iii^g of Brahman, 
as there is no other chief Brahman, exclusion of others 
as the chief meaning of Brahman is possible. 

Again atom like Jeeva cannot Justly claim ubiquity* 
Here we must understand all the implications of this state¬ 
ment to know its full significance* If all the Jeevas indivi¬ 
dually claim ubiquity, then each Jeeva is subjected to 
enjoyment and suffering available in ait bodies. But some 
circumstantial evidence is called forth to refute this charge of 
unwanted and undeserving experience of others’ pleasure 
and pain. last as Jeava on his return journey from heaven 
or hell to this world before entering mother’s womb to 
get his body, makes a short stay in a body that is the 
produet of other’s activities, and that is identified with, 
himself by a second Jeeva, and is not subjected to pleasures 
or pains inherent in the body; So aho this atom like Jeeva 
though residing in all bodies need not be subjected to 
the experience of Pleasures and pains which are the 
products of others, activities. For the rule is that one is 
subject to those experiences which are the effects of one’s 
activities, in a particular body, which again is the accumi- 
lated of effect of one’s activities in a former birth* So the 
stay of a Jeeva in other bodiee need not ential on the guest 
Jeeva the sufferings of the host Jeeva. 



223 


But this leads to another puzzle. If all Jeevas since 
eternity reside in all bodies, then there is no orderly assign¬ 
ment of activity to any Jeeva. Why! the activity through 
the body of which one feels that is his own belongs to 
him* This may be the rule of assignment or even when 
pleasure and pain cannot be traced to any one’s activity 
yet they belong to that body in which one entertains pride 
of possession- 

But even this argument leads us no where. For as 
Jeeva is living in all bodies since eternity, he also feels 
pride of possession as regards all bodies* And the question 
of assignment of Karma and allotment of pleasure and 
pain remain as before in chaotic condition. 

As for the question of a short stay of a Jeeva in a plant 
before he enters the mother’s womb and his eligilility 
to enjoy and suffer from the experiences of the plant, the 
clear answer is that the Jeeva that enters the plant; and the 
masters of the respective senses bear no relationship with 
all those bodies, and hence that jeeva has no occasion or 
cause to suffer the plant’s ills of life* 

The same question arises with God or Iswara who is 
immanent in all bodies and still claims immunity to the 
pleasures and pains of the bodies in which he resides* But 
God claims immunity from these ills of the bodies on the 
Virtue of his extra-ordinary strength* Otherwise he also 
sails in the same boat coming in contact with all bodies* 
The Sutra snf'd'- fexplains this very 
question in respect of God* 

But the opponent who accepts Jeeva to be Sarvagata 
shall have to explain certain other difficulties. For this 



Sarvagata in other Vedic Statements is referred to as objeC| 
of knowing and telling arid Jeeva as the subject of those 
activities- This is mentioned in the Sutra 
So Jeeva who is different from the Atma that is Sarvagata, 
cannot be Sarvagata* But the same Jeeva cannot be subject 
and object to the same verb. For generally subjectness and 
objectuess are ineoinpatible in the samelhing. itt 3r§5irf?irir 
and 3rr?ir.ff an^ illustrate the fact, no doubt, 

that both .are compatible in the samething* This is yet 
an exception and it is accepted as exception on the virtue 
of identity of both the subject and object, as the referent 
is the same in both qf and • But in the present case 
Vishnu is sarvagata and also may be made to refer 

to Vishnu. The Geeta statraent that 
ij 5 TrJiltlf^«rcr: corroborates thi# very truth. 

Next chandrikara takes up the question of meaningful 
sequence of the Sutras for review* He must show consis¬ 
tency and continuity in thought development in the Sutras 
of the Sarvagatatva Adhikarana, The first Sutra 

is first because it introduces the ‘reason 
given in the topical statement (q?r^rq' and be 

cause the reason given is Shruti. The second is next to 
the first because it introduces Linga that is mentioned in 
t!ie next sentence. either means 

‘fit to be mentioned’ or -to be mentioned in future’ Hence 
‘lod others being at the conclusion 
gather strength over the opposing evidences: 

Or vedas are authorles*; hence there is no desire to 
tell. So means ‘«hs purport’ of the Vedas. 
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*'If^ee ^as shriities express ‘Their inability to approacli,* 
•^b^ond the reach of hearing’ is the purport of shruti and 
'iitTs not unreal or false, as contended by others. 

In the third, after presenting evidences of shruti and 
'Linga in support of the theory, the sutrakara exposes the 
'•flaws in the arguments of the opponent. In the third the 
‘inner-flaw is exposed and' in the fourth the outside flaw is 
brought to the riUtice. 

In the third, sarvagatatVa or all pervasiveness isabsolu- 
iitcly incompatible 'with atom like nature of Jeeva- In the 
.Swtra Jieeya is called shareeri, in order to show that jeeva 
i cannot'be ‘one without body’. 

In the'fourth,-oomes the outer contradiction after the 
‘j'inner incompatibility. ^Though Sarvagatatwa is compatible 
vjyith thcijiatuce. of'ieeva,'the remaining part of the sentance 
bputs forth and assigns to it both -subjectiveness and 
f;iobjectiveness^(^f'I^^®*rt^5irrr) which is impossible in Jeeva. 

■Raghavendra shows an objection raised against this. 
For in the third Sutra itself some incompatibity is shown 
^.without reference to any particular type. Hence the iincom 
...pajibility, of j^oth'being a--subject and object in Jeeva might- 
. very wejl haye -been shown dn the third Sutra only. 

-But 'the fourth Sutra refers to outside self contradiction 
whilethethird Sutra refers to the incompatibility of Sarvaga- 
. tatva So it does not refer to incompatibility due to the fact 
- that one and the same (Jeeva) is both subject and object. 

--Now-the fifth is But this ought to have 

■ been the second Sutra. For in this Suffa, the word Brahma, 
which as well might refer to Jeeva is shown not to refer jo 
' Jeeva. Yet it is fit to be the fifth Sutra. For it is true 



226 

that generally the state of being subject and object pleads 
for difference between them. But as a case of exception, 
the relationship of Subject and object^ may be consistently 
found in the same Jeeva. Yet when there is exclusive 
assertion that ‘he alone is called Brahma* there is no 
scope for exceptional reference to one , Jeeva. Thus this 
Sutra is fit to be fifth. As this is not an independent 
reason adduced, no ^ is used in the^Sutra. 

In the Sixth Sutra smritl is quoted to corro¬ 

borate, after Shruti was cited in the fifth to prove the side 
of the Sidhant> And in the Seventh when by the corrobora¬ 
tion of Smriti it was proved that this all pervasive has a 
very small place to reside in, it was found that just as atom 
like cnnot possibly be all pervasive, so also all pervasive 
Brahma cannot consistently be residing in a small p]ace4 
This inconsistency in the tenet of the Sidhanti is removed 
in this Sutra, ting the instance of the sky This 

is cited ‘for the sake of meditation* and thus supplies *the 
purpose* of the statement that‘it resides in a small place*. 

In the eightth it is discussed that no doubt like the 
sky all pervasive Brahma also might reside in a small place 
But Brahma is not insentient like the sky* Brahma is 
chetana, sentient. So he will be subject. So he will be 
subjected to the experience of pleasure and pain When 
Brabama resides in the small place like the heart of adiving 
being (^wtnsrif^:) This is really harmful to Sidhant 
and this opposition is sucessficlly refuted in this Sutra, 

Now chandrikakara quotes the interpretation of Shan 
kara and reviews it critically. The topical sentence chosen 
by \dvviti is - rr^rlw: jitot 



from chandogya, third Adhyaya* “Let him form a resolve 
and meditate upon Him who consists of mind, whose body 
IS Prana, whose form is Light and whose will comes true*" 

Now the question arises who is this that is to be med¬ 
itated upon, Is he Jeeva or the individual soul or is he 
Brahman ? Bhamatikara presents the purvapaksha or obje¬ 
ction thus It is the Jeeva that is endowed with the attri¬ 
butes of mind and breath- For Brahman is pure and has 
no attributes, much less mind and breath. For Jeeva is 
made np of causes and effects and hence has the contact 
of Mind and others. But Brahman on the other hand is 
stated to have no mind and breath No 

doubt the sentence ‘everything is said to beBra hman' refers 
to Brahman yet it is not the object of meditation in the 
sentence For that sentence establishes ‘Tranquility’ 

and puts it as the reason for upasana, by reciting the 
Sentance All this world consists of Brahman* 

as it is born of Brahman and is absorbed by Brahman- 
Therefore one should get rid of attachment, detestation 
and be tranquil to maditate upon. In the enjoinment 
the one should meditate upon is naturally and syntactically 
related to Jeeva, as its object, as it is mentioned in the 
same context to be made up of mind and breath. Therefore 
it is not proper to connect it to Brahman mentioned next. 
The attributes ‘True will and others which are found 
consistent with the nature of Brahman, may be aligned 
with Jeeva as both are identical- 

To this oppositioii’s view the Sidhanta according to 
Bhamatikara presents the refuation. Now the object of 
Imcditation is said to be srfif) he to 




^whbm t*f:ii3a is "the body This prbhouni'iie* m the coiiipbhttd 
refers to the nearest noUn Br*hnian. Hehce 

Prana shareera is Brahma also (as has many 

meanings) may mean Brahman alotig with Jeeva, And 
hence there is no special reason for pteferriog Jeeva-to 
Brahman. ‘True will and others* are attributes whieh 
conform to the nature of Brahinan ahd not to JeeVa* Really 
speaking has some other contextual reference; 

yet that will satisfy the querry Of who the'object of medit¬ 
ation is. Thus Brahman is the object of rheditation. 

, The attributes of Jeeva will not come in the way of this 
interpretation. They conform to the nature of Brahman 
also as both Jeeva and Brahman are identical* The revefse 
of this is not possible, means or 

you should meditate or worship meditatively*) 

Raghavendra explains the logical fallacy in the argu¬ 
ment of the Advaiti- For in our interpretation we can 
cite'a topical sentence which is in conformity with what has 
■ preceded, which affords ground ot seed for ^ djopbt 
and prima fapie view, and which is held up by aspecial word 
of the same sentence-' Under these circumstances it is not 
proper to quote a sentence which is bereft of all these 
benefits. 

You should mot cqunter-argue that my sentence also 
• has such words as which attributes belonging 

to Brahman create scope for doubt. For ^*lipr .andl others 
. that come before and others may allow other 

interpretations according to the rules of interpretation 
. adopted in and may allow the successor 



to override the claims of the predecessqn 
and others by contiadicting their meaning. No 
doubt even if the predecessor cotning first has apriority 
over the suctessor yet the successor being numerous and 
pertaining exclusively to that meaning gets an upper hand 
in this dialectical fray; and the predecessor having other 
outlets of meaning is easily led to mean differently* 

In the Previous Adhikarana when, you found upakrama 
and upasamhara (beginning and end'agreeing together in 
having one sentence with one purport, then you • indueed 
the marks of both Jeeva and mukhyapraoa to mean 
Brahman only. So also here the :beginninng is It 

tfr and the end is and others are to be 

induced to mean Brahman. And So there cannot be any 
difference in meaning-allowing Purvapaksha to thrive. 

The Advaiti while establishing Sidbanta of this Sutra 
said that the attributes of Jeeva are Super imposed on 
Brahman; this is not reasonable For when the Substratum 
of illusion viz the rope is apprehended with its peeiiliar 
iCharacterLstic yiz ropenesSj teribleness of a snake cannot be 
imposed upon the rope. In the same manner when Brahman 
is apprehended with his innate characteristic viz Satyaka* 
matva, then the attributes of, Jeeva (Manomayatva) cannot 
be imposed upon Brahma. 

- No. doubt when there is the (mis) apprehension of the 
sUiperimposed attributes of a sankc, there is the Substratum 
‘rope’. But when the subtratum rope is apprehended with 
its ropeness. then .there is no snake which is super impQ.sed. 

But the apprehension of Brahma is only veib.d and 
; indirect knowledge,born of shtuti and not direct realisation 
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Hence it cannot counter act superimposed attrifeutes of 
Jeeva. The conch shell, naturally white is seen to be yellow 
on account of the effect of bile. But mere inference of 
whiteness of the shell does not counter act the super*, 
imposed yellowness of the shell. Only direct perception of 
the while shell disillusions man and yellowness ceases, to 
be perceived. This is Advaiti’s contention. 

But this contention is not logically sound. For we do 
admit that the knowledge of Brahma attributes like 
is indirect, still it can counteract indirect illusory 
know ledge:‘of atomic nature’ is derived from verbal know, 
ledge and hence indirect-So this is not conditioned illusion; 
And in Adiwaita system ‘such statements refer to Brahma 
qualihed with such attributes as And this quali* 

fied Brahma and Jeeva are both superimposed on pure 
Brahma (attribufeless ) Then how can Jeeva aod Saguna 
Brahma be in the relationship of (one) Super imposed and 
(another) substratum ? 

But it is like this:- qrj r^Ttr: lu this state¬ 

ment that which is the Substratum for the superimpositioo 
of satyakamatva. is the substratum also for the superiro- 
position of Aneeyattva- It is like the statment- that which 
was the trunk of the tree in the antbilli is the man. 

This is not tenable. For just as drcadfulness with refe¬ 
rence to rope is false, so also Manomayatva with reference 
to Brahman in the Shruti, shall have to be false of invalid* 
Besides this statement is accepsted by the Advaitin to 
presenibe worship of Brahman endowed with that attribute- 

But the A dvaitin contends that monomayatva and 
other attribu'es io Brahman are emperically true while 
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Satyasanta^lpatva and otheres in Jeeva are apparently truei 
ot illusory, when shruties can continue to be valid with 
etuperical truth why force them to be of apparent truth 
amounting to almost great invalidity. 

This contention leads hini no where. For Brahma is 
said to (sTffTsft be one without mind and life. 

Therefore even in Brahma these attributes, as they have no 
existence at all, are illusory. And in Advaita system a® 
the attributes of Jeeva also are accepted to be emperical or 
Vyavaharika the attributes of Brahma must be unreal- 

This includes many more logical flaws which may be 
presented as follows. It was declared before, that, atomic 
niturewas attribuled to Jeev.-i and hugeness or Jyayastvawas 
attributed to Brahma- Even this statement is not tenable. 
For declares atomic nature of Brahma com¬ 

patible with his unlimited hugeness. If those contradictory 
attributes are found irreconciliable in Brahma, then we 
shall have to accept Brahman’s littleness as it first occurs 
in Shruti to the exclusion of hugeness which occurs i.iter in 
Shruti- But really hugeness of Brahma is compatible 
with his littleness as great pandits of vedic lore have 
successfully shown, in the case of the sky. 

Thus Advaitin cannot set up his Purvapaksha and 
Sidbanta cogently. Now chandrikakara proceeds to show 
that Advaitee’s interpretation of sutra also is not 
accept able. 

Raghavendra summarises for us the whole of the 
argument of the Adhikarana so that we may be able 
to follow the refutation of this interpretation of th- 
.^dvaifin- ‘ in the first Sutra ‘that which is to be meditated 



upon as. having the attributes of Manomayatva, and others 
is Brahman’ should be taken for granted as a thing to be 
proved Sadhya’for which the reason adduced is that‘the 
attributes which form the import of statement viz, Satya^ 
kamatva and others* fit in with Brahma 
They do not fit in with Jeeva • In the 

vedic statement i^afiTcT: 3lf% as Brahmah 

is mentioned as object by the word in the accusativ® 
case; and Jeeva is mentioned as' subject by the wor^' 
in the nominative Case, the embodied Jwva 
is hot the object of meditation* For a special word is used 
for Jeeva in a different vedic statement of the same coote-xf;' 

5^'^t Here words 

signifying Jeeva and Brahma are used in different cases 
one in the noraiinative case and another in the Locative 
case* The statement in Geela n’^iTclf<Tf also confirms 

this view. An objection that all pervasive Brahma cannot 
be in a small place is not sound For Brahma is to be 
visualised in the lotos like heart and hence he is Said to 
reside in a small place and he can do so, like the sky 
which can also be smaller then an ornihary needle. If 
again Brahma is doubted to be liable to affection of joy 
and grief on account of his stay in the heart of Jceva» it is 
discarded by stating that Brahma has speciality of immunity 
to sins and blemishes. 

Now this interpretation is critically reviewed step by 
step, by chandrikakara* But Raghavendra enters into the 
course of criticism only when the former asks us to imagine 
draw backs in other sutras, ourselves In the sixth this 
Advailin quotes Geeta as we have seen 



Hbre Jeeva that is mentioned it the genative case is ascert¬ 
ained to be the resort and> is different from Brahman that 
is m en tinned here in • the n omin ati ve case (f ;); Hence 
this Smriti with the other Sbruti of the Sixth Sutra is 
already forestalied by the fifth Siitra and thus the Sisth is 
rendered redundant. 

If in the seventh Sutra it is stated that Brahman being 
all pervasive cannot reside in a small place like the.heart of 
Jeeva, those attibates arc recommended for meditation, 
then in the same manner why not argue the reverse of this 
that the attributes like greatness not compatible with the 
nature of Jeeva may be recommended for meditation; and 
this naturally leads to absurdity. 

Some on the other hand interprest the Adhikaranathus, 
The vedic statement is about Brahma. But 

only restates upasana o,r meditation and through it 
enjoions the quality of ‘Tarnquitity'. Hence Brahman is 
not the object of meditation. Only the sentence rtfftiTJT 
supplies us Jeeva as the object of meditation. Thus two 
different topics are accepted by Purvaksha, by others* 

But these contend that this sentence ‘one being tranuqil 
should meditate upon sarvatmaka Brahman ? enjoins 
meditation and the sentence in order to enjoin 

qualities like only restates the former enjoin men t. 

Therefore the meaning of the whole sentence is “The 
Sarvatmaka Brahman should be meditated upon as having 
the quality of Thus they bring about unity in 

the sentence. 
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So if the word Brahmaa signifies Jeeva then he should' 
be meditated upon. If on the other hand it signifies 
Brahman then Jet Brahman be meditated upon, with tha* 
quality. So the topic of discussion naturally happens to 
be^whether the word Brahman menus Jeeva or Paramatman* 
The Purva Paksha is that the word Brahman means 
Jeeva and not Brahman. And the Stdhanta is that the word 
Sarvatmaka Brahman means Brahma only- Accordingly 
the Sutra also is'interpreted. 

Why the word Brahma should mean Brahman is 
explained thus. The Sutra supplies the reason as 

“Because it is stated as famous.*' What is stated as 
famous ? The cause of birth and others. The Sarvatmaka 
is well known to be the cause of birth and others’*. Thus it 
is syntactically connected. The word signifies the cele¬ 
brity of i Sarvatmya and the ward shows the reputation 
of Hetu or cause of Creation- And the whole Sutra means- 
“Because means and only a well known thing is 
raised to the status of a Hetu,therefore the cause of creation 
is known to be famous • Therefore both Sarvatraa and Hetu 
are stated to be famous by the wotds and 

Now the whole interpretatian consisting of Purva 
paksha and Sidhanta is refuted. Here in your interpretation 
in the other sentence Brahman is not known to be the 
cause of creation For the Purvapaksha is possible as the 
one mentioned in also can very well be Jeeva, If the 
one mentioned in as cause were Jeeva. 

Even the Sutra interpretation is shown to be unwarr¬ 
anted. For if you want to prove that what Brahman means 
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is both Parabrhma and Sarvatmaka then the vcdic statement 
would have been and not No doubt 

is there to mean ‘in the whole of the world” But there is 
no word to mean “what the word Brahma means is Brahma 
only” and it shall have to be taken for under stood 

Other Sutras of this Adhilcarana also should be criti. 
cally reviewed in this very manner* Raghavendra takes the 
lead and shows the method of refutation of other Sutras* 
He begins with The qualities that are to be 

mentioned at the end like and others 

chime in with Paramatma only and hence the one mant- 
ioned here is Paramatma* As they do not fall in with Jeeva 
he is not Jeeva or the embodied Becuse Brahma and Jeeva 
are mentioned as object and agent 

as one is to reach and the other is to be reached. Again 
both are mentioned by special words one in the Locative 
and the other in the nominative So he is not 

the embodied Jeeva. 

But this interpretation does not run on the right lines. 
For the qualities that are going to be told accord with 
Brahman and hence it is implied that they do not fall in 
with Jeeva. Consequently the third Sutra becomes redund¬ 
ant; And such cases of redundancy and repetition can be 
exposed in many other places also- 

But Again in the Sutra littleness or 

is attibuted to Brahman and his littleness is conditioned 
because it is measuerd by the dimensions of the heart 
I roan in which Atman resides* Then Jyayastva also is 
attributed to him which is unconditioned, or natural. For 
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no such condition is mentioned^ for his. greatness or 
Jyayastva. 

This discrepancy is not real For he himself in his 
Bhashya says— Now this Hrid- 

aya or heart brings about littleness of Atma which is less 
than a mustard seed and hence it is unconditioned* Fora 
condition is that which settles. the dimension of a thing* 
Now Hridlaya is the condition for Atma’s littleness* But foc 
Jyayastva there is no condition.Prithivec should not; be const 
idered its condition for Jyayastva. For Atma is said to be 
greater than Prithivce. And that Prithivce is a standard 
which measures the greatnen of Atma and not thecondition 
which measecres ils dimensions. So that which is greater iq 
dimensions cannot measure the diraousions of one that is 
less. So Hirdaya cannot measure the dimensions of Atma 
that is less than Hridaya. Hence Atma is not conditioned,for 
hridaya connoi condition it. Besides littleness and greatness 
cannot be found in one thing and when one is contradicted 
and proved false the other, some how caii be passed for a 
conditioned thing. But the controroiiy of the two can 
very well be reconciled. For Jyayastva as against Aneeyastva 
does not mean largeness in dimensions or hugeness; but it 
means Praiseworthyness. For the word Jyayan may be 
derived to mean largeness in volume and greatness 

in merit, So littleness and praiseworthyness are 

compatible and hence littleness is natural and not cond¬ 
itioned. This is accepting ihe antagonist’s position- 

But really speaking we accept that littleness and great¬ 
ness are natural as stated before, still there is no opposition 
or incompatibility between them. This also silences th® 
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c6nt*iitibjd that'the first t\vo Sutras forin an Adhikaraha* 
Thete the doubt is entertained whether Jceva is the one 
* having nrahoniayatwa di Shiva, Because he is referred to 
as wandering from the earth to heaven, he is said to be 
Jeeva* But 'as it is ■said-idf ihim that he 

: should be fwiorshipped aS the universal cause, he is Shiva 
; and not Jeeva. This is the process of hisi Puavaprksha and 
Sidhanta argument. 

.. But this is not to the points For it is Mahavishnu that 
is Manomaya and none.else > If two Sutras alone constitute 
the Adihtkarana; and if ar^'r'T^: and other sutras do hot 
form This Adfaikarana SambhogaPrapIi and others do not 
enter into this Adhikarana eiihtr as do'buts dr'as explainat- 
ions and hence there^is'no scope.toiarrive at the confirmed 
conclusion. 

The other six Sutra^s forming a Seperate <Adhikarana 
. argue thus;-These have the topical statmcnt fq^eTfJn- 
qrrasftr and entertain a 

doubt whether the person denoted by Narayana .is Vishnu 
of universal essence or Shiva. Then in Purvapaksha Vishnu 
is said to be Narayana having the exclusiVd mafk' of 
:‘residence in the oceanl.fend: *the Achyuta Sbruti- But 
•Sidhanta is that Narayana is Shiva only as he is said to -be 
..; and Vishva 

j Patitva and others are the exclusive names of Shiva and 
they do not fit in with Vishnu. 

But this argument is not ^ tenable as in tbe Smriti 
statement, at'hrst/we nseet with decisive marks and, exclusive 
'stUtensents of ^/ii^iiu ivhicii do not allow the doubt,' to-' rise 
And VishvaPatitva chimes in with Visbhiias lieis iibphlairly 
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known to protect the world and stated so in Shrutis and 
Smritis. Further this Narayana is said to be the father 
of the four faced Brahma, which is a confirmed, and excl¬ 
usive mark of Vishnu. 

ATTRITVADHIKARANAM 

It was stated (in the 2nd Sutra of Adh-1) 

There is mentioned or consumption of some Aditi in 
3rff5rd‘ whatever he created he desired to eat* 
Aditi is socalled because She cousumes all. ’’But in 
or he is masculine gender as in 
it masculine gender. 

NOW IN THIS CONTEXT IT IS STATED ; 
SUTRA: 

srtrr The all consumer (<r#?rtaTl% He consumes all) 
is Vishnu and not Aditi. Why ? Because the sentient 
and the insentient (araf^) are mentioned as objects bf 
Cousumption* 

BHASHYA : 

Aditi ennaot be the cousumer of sentient and 
insentient But Purushottama, the 'best aniong 
Purusha Vasudeva (Krishna) is an independent 
creator of the whole world! the protector And 
consumer (eater); and other than he like Brahma 
and others are creators of a part of it that too 
dependent on him and independently they are 
no^ (skanda Puraiia)' 
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Formerly before creation of the world in 
Pralayai He was also the one protector of this 
wbrld. In Laya this world enetrs into Himi and 
in Mukti also. And may this Hafi eat oblation 
(in the Sacrifice) for our Iddgevity. (Ghrita Sukta) 

SUTRA: 

Od the strength of the context also the 

cousumer is -Vishniu* 

BHASHYA : 

Because it is the context of chat (Hari)f where 
fcfeatidh of waters and creatioh of the creatdr 
Brahma Samvatsar by name, are described* 

‘ Then Jeeva and others were covered by 
' Mrityfi ot Janardana. (Then) nothing was there 
before. Then Mrit^ in the .form of Han was 
;ih|5re. Janardana of his own sweet will, createid 
water. Sleeping alone he created this, huge 
/;world. The Lord created, the Brahma by name 
iSamvatsara* To swallow him Vishnu opened 
jfehis rnouth when he cried loudly. Then through 
^l^dmpassion for him, appointed him to do the job 
? ■ of creation. (Brahma vaivarta) 

I jBHAVADEEPA : ; 

in Here of iVishnu is of the kind of spider. For 

agent of destruction is the same as the agent of creation. 

4 This is cited here in order to provide a ground for objection 



riagamst what- has i been >saidf?before. i Otherwiscfif: rt?he agent 
•qf ponsiiiiiption is-.difTerent (from'the agent,of ereatiQo,)[ 
^would not have been justified in objecting to the deiinitjpn 
of.Brahman as the.destroyer. 

The cause of application of the word is consum¬ 
ption or destruction of all. For if she is not all destroying 
she will not be called 

Now there is scope for doubt as to Who is this‘Adi ti 
Who consumes aill'in its-UiHimited sahse.'Iti'-different periods 
of time we may find one consuming alt lin total- 'Hence 
there is scope for doubt and its sattlement- ' : 

: <Hence if-AditiiComesyto be,;pr<orYed thatisi iftllvcpinsumer 
then-all ,,CQu^mption ,attributed Br,ahma in 
will be-questioned. 

When -.alUnames of . other..gods are .madeitp>refer to 
Vishnu as in Antarnayadhikarana by great derivation 
and convention of ..the wise. The, mark sarvatritva is an 
exclusive mark of Aditi and not the mark of Vishnu; for he 
^is-*ntotorious''for‘hh%bstamiousttess'(9rY^?rf?r>‘irf5^^ aTRr) 
''-Eh'Sidhaiita Aditi Ts proved td'hc’Wishiau- For the'matk 
■>5f all consuming'-haturhiis i- foti'Hd only 'in -Vishnu and’ no^ 
Irinmny other rdeity. - iShruti- andiLinga lof doubtful vacacity 
, ]are -weaker than Lirtga ,Bnci,rrPreakarana .of idatermiped 
varacity. As for his abstameousuess You will £et 

explanation in due course. 

Shruti and Linga that are amenable'to many inler 
ipretatioDS are easily coatradietedabyi an exclusive'Linga and 
rmuch moretsb by the combination of an; exclusive context* 
n Hence theShtracxsins a»is»sFK«H5r. - 
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Here we have a chapter devoted to Vishnu in which thij 
occur*. Suppose seantences expressive of Shruti 
and Liaga purport to refer to some other thing on the 
Strength of upakrama and upasamhara. Then Linga plays 
a part In settling the context. Hence here the context is 
settled to be of Vishnu Thus with the aid of Liga and 
Prakarana that are exclusive* in sense, it is proved that 
Atta is Vishnu. 

TANTRA DEEPIKA : 

In this Adbikarana Liiiga Saraanvaya 

is sought for. This Ling a is of the nature of action of 
destruction. The topical statement is (He eats ail). 

This ar^r or cousumer (eater) is that Brahma only, 
and not Aditi. For eater of all, means both and 
both sentient and insentient Both these are meat- 
ioned as objects of consumption- As <r^r is used it ou^ht 
to be only arcT (Neut) and not apcTf in masculine should 
have been used. But masculine is used because in g^7T- 
?T^r^5tT5»TiTT the masculine form of g-r[ ^^T:) is used in the 
place of in the Shruti whose meaning is to be deier- 
mined. In the Sutra r# ought to have been used; *T» .^^ 
is used following the Shruti; and it is only the explanation of 
R^, in order to remove the doubt that it is used in a limited 

sense. 

So the next Sutra runs as-arspWer. Thevedic state¬ 
ment has Brahma context- Therefore Atta is 

Brahma brily- 
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NYAYA MUKTAVALI ; 

In this Adhikarana Purvapaksha is based on difference 
from what hes been said. So the thouht link is counter, 
instance to a former instance. In Brihadaranyaka it is 
stated that “He determined to eat whatever he had created. 
Because he eats alt therefore he is called Aditi.” Now this 
Aditi is Aditi the mother of gods or Vishnu ? This is the 
doubt. The Prima face view is This is Aditi the mother 
of gods. For there is the Shruti to that effect and thg 
clear mark 

No doubt in the previous portion it is settled that 
Adityais Vishnu; because, even though there Shruti con¬ 
taining thev/ord Savitri a synonym of Aditya, in Antarnaya 
Vishayavakya it was proved that it was devoted to Vishnu; 
and hence Aditya shruti also belonged to Vishnu. Still 
here it is not yet settled that Aditi is Vishnu; and Shruti 
does not give scope to any other interpretation. 

The Linga also is equally exclusive and it does 
not accord with Vishnu; For Vishnu is described as practi¬ 
cing abstemiousness So both Shruti and 

Linga eclusively refer to Aditi. If Shruti yields to other 
interpretation according to Antarnaya Nyaya, at least Linga 
is there which is exclusively devoted to Aditi avoiding 
scrupulously Vishnu. 

Now comes Sidhanta:-arejesf is, consuming all 

and this wholesale destruction belongs exclusively to 
Vishnu alone on the evidence of Shruti and Smriti. The 
Linga which is the cause of application of the 

word Aditi t and the Aditi Shruti can be any how made to 
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refer to Vishnu. Besides sfw 3rr^?r f ?* 

3TT^cr ari^cT ‘At first there was nothing here, all was encroa" 
ched by Mritu alone’, foirms the context exclusively devoted 
to Brahma. Vishnu alone is Atta* The Shruti that desc¬ 
ribes abstamiousness of Vishnu will be explained later on. 
The result of this discussion leads us to prove that Aditi also 
on the strength of Shruti and Linga is an all consumer of 
a limited kind and Vishnu cousumes the remaining 
and hence the definition of ‘all consuming ag( nt’ 
is overextensive or Aditi her self is the, unlimited all¬ 
consumer. Hence this forms a strong objection to the 2nd 
Sutra grytrra'^tr and its explanation is the ultimate purpose 
of discussion. 

TALTVAMANJARI : 

In Janmadhyadhikarana it was decided that Vishnu 
was all doer. All doing includes cosmic creation, susten¬ 
ance) and destruction- This is in conflict with some Kanva 
statement that Aditi is said to be all-destroyer as she is 
called ‘All cousumer*. 

So now follow two Suit as sr^r and another. The meaning 
of the Sutra(3T^r) is This Atta or ‘all consumer’ is 
Vishnu only. For all marks are in his favour. He who is 
said to be ‘one who consumes all’ is the same as ‘one v^ho 
is all doer in the previous discussion. So he is Vishnu 
and not Aditi. 

Because he has all marks in his favour. The very 
context in which all marks exist, belongs to Vishnu which 
hence does not allow ‘all consuming’ to have a limited sense 
of ‘consuming some’. For this all consumer is said to be ail 



alone at the time of universal dciuge. There are also other 
exclusive marks which are in Vishnu’s favour, like creation 
of watar and Sanvatsara, attempt to eat up cbaturmukha_ 
Thus ‘all-consumer’ favoured by these marks is Vishnu 
alone- The word ‘All’ is very significant, because this does 
not give scope for supposing that Aditi is the consumer 
of some, while Vishnu is the cousumet of the remaining. 
Haci is the one exclusive and universal destroyer of all 
things- 

Though by repeating from the previous context we get 
Vishu here, yettri is used to show that both of the 

previous context and the all consumer here are 

identical, or Mrilyu introduced previously is the present 
‘All consumer’ (arrTr) • 

PRAKASHA ; 

The thought link of this Adliikaraua must be establish¬ 
ed with what has been discussed- Though this is not 
included in Janmadi yet it is concerned with the result of 
it- In this spirit a counter instance is given here This. 
sets aside the objection that the Aditi Shruti has wide 
application and the mark is exclusive in application and 
that Lioga and not Shruti is known to connote other 
meaning- On the other hand Shruti and not Linga is 
referring more to others. How then Linga with Shruti is 
able to refer to others ? This is not tenable for we are going 
to state that Shruti is exclusive, in contrast to what has been 
said before and Shruti is fixed in its meaning in preferance 
to popular sense. There by you should not suppose that 
only nouns are treated for samanvaya- But here mere 
(Lingas) marks are treated for samanvaya in order to 



justify the propriety of the pada, and to manifest the 
extra ordinary quality of ‘all-cousumingness’ in Harh 

Now the topical sentence for discussion is 

Because 3Tf?% is all devouring or destroying* 
therefore she is called Aditi* And this all-consrimingneiS 
will be justified in Aditi even if she were ascertained to 
consume some also that are accepted, which would limit 
the sense of or all. Thus the resualt of Purvaparksha 
is that Aditi is all cousumer* When ‘all-cousumingness* 
is construed as reason for being Adti, then there is no 
reason for limitation of ‘all’ and theu Aditi means Vishr u; 
and this is the result of Sidhantat As this is apparently 
clear it is not explicitly expressed* 

Reghavendra here explains apparent discrepancy, 
between Nyayavivarana and Bhashya and Teeka* It is 
declared that Linga (mark) and Prakarana (context) of 
determined meaning constitute a more powerful interpreta. 
tive instrument than Shruti and Linga of dubious sense 
But in Nyayavivarana Sbiuti alone is said to be of doubtful 
meaning and Ling is not declared to be so. In Bhashya 
Teeka and Nyayavivarna Teeka Shruti is considered 
to be ameanable to different applications, and 
Linga to be exclusive in application; and Purvapakshu is 
based cn this. According to this view Linga is Niravakash 
or of exclusive application. But if Shruti also is Nirava- 
kasha then there will be no difficulty to exposition- 
And in Nyayavivarana on the Strength of the use pf 
ihe copulative conjunction it is deduced that both propound 
Purvapaksba. Accordingly both are required to be Nirava- 



kasha This is the view of Nyayavivarana*, , We must mark 
that is reduced to ^rrsrwrr^ here. 

Now Niravakashatva of Shruti is of two Kinds:- 
1) Formerly the synonyms of Aditi also are not shown to 
refer to Vishnu* or 2) There is no exclusive mark of 
Vishnu to contradict Shruti. So Antarnaya Nyaya isn ot 
applicable here* 

The first is taken up for discussion. Now Aditi herself 
is said to be the all consumer {and not Vishnu). For Shruti 
declares to that effect. But it is objected that just 
as though there was. Aditya Shruti ‘All pervasive’ was 
declared to be Vishnu, so also why should not Vishnu be 
‘all consumer’ though there is Aditi Shruti ? The instance 
does not accord with the present case- For there in ‘All 
pervasive’ the word .Savitri the synonym of Aditya was 
shown to refer to Vishnu; but here, the synonym of 
Aditi is not shown to refer to Vishnu, Therefore Aditi 
her self is the ‘all consumer’ on account of Shruti and the 
mark Adititva* 

Here Linga is considered niravakashaj because Shruti 
is considered Niravakasha (exclusive). But there is also 
the alternative that Shruti is Savakash (amenable to other 
interpretations.) In stead of deciding this how is it that 
Linga is introduced here ? Linga is intorduced because if 
the has primary reference to Vishnu then the 

Linga also has preimary reference to Vishnu. If secondary 
then secondary reference to Vishnu. 

But this argument is not sound. In ninr^rr ^<7: the word 
Oanaga is used in the secondary sense of ‘bank’ yet 
there is no usage to the effect that there is in cft’t* 
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In the same manner though Shruthi might refer to 
to Brahma secondarily yet Linga might not refer 

to Brahma even secondarily. This is the view of Teeka* 

Really speaking, before this the word Aditi or it® 
synonym does not refer to Vishnu. Hence it does no 
primarily refer to Brahman. Only because Indra and other 
words like Aditi are only said to refer to Vishnu, the cause 
of application of the word Aditi need not be found in Hari. 
So Aditi may refer to Brahma, at the most, secondariiy^ 
If on the other hand Aditi is to mean Brahma primarily 
then the cause of application of Aditi viz must be 

found in Brahma in its primary sense. 

Or Though Aditi refers to Brahma according to 
Antarnaya having set aside Rudhi or convention, yet 
Braharaa who is notoreously known to be abstemious canno* 
share Aditiva which means consumption. This is the view 
of Teeka. Or still as in the Aditi Shruti there is no Vishnu 
mark, there is no scope for Antradbikarana. And as Aditi 
clearly refers to the mother of gods, so Adittitva a so 
belongs to her. 

Here an instance is cited- In first eftr 

is introduced; and as a derivative explanation of it 

it is told that it nourished him. So Dadhi or 
curds in called by that name because it nourishes a man* 
On account of that charateristic quality the well 
known curds is called by the name for it possesses 
3tr!Js«f* So also here belongs to sjf^f^the mother of 

gods; becausearf^fjr^^is stated to show the characteristic qua¬ 
lity and hence the cause of application of the famous 
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that is introdiiced before. In Shruti arf^flic^is said to belong 
to Aditi" The termination fef signifies ‘universal’ or class 
name or Jati, like jflc¥ add others. If it cannot 

consistently be a class name it only connotes the essential 
characteristic of a thing like srt^tl^Tc^ and 

Now Aditi being alone Adititva is particularised and hence 
it cannot be Jati like Akashatva (Akasha being one)- So 
Adititva is the characteristic nature of Aditi This Aditi 
Swarupa cannot cousistently belong to God or Iswara- 
Because he is categorically different from Adhiti. 
Adititva is introduced as the predicative quality of Aditi 
cannot consistently belong to God, Hari- 

The Purvapaksha does not grudge that the Shruti 
has Vtshnu Prakarana* But it only 
contends that this reference also should be taken out of its 
context and should be construed with Aditi Prakarana. As 
an authority in such extraction and transference to some 
other context chandrikakara quotes from Jaimini 

Sutras. In the third Adhyaya and 18th Adhikarana there 
is a Sutra Ufrsft. The praka- 

r<ina is and god Pus ha has a share of Pounded 

(corn) because he is said to have no teeth. But in that 
Prakarana there is no mention of god Pusha, So this 
pounding mentioned with reference to Pusha is extracted 
and construed with the sentance where Pusha is mentioned. 

In the same manner arF?^: should be taken out 

of Vishnu Prakarana and should be read with sentences in 
Aditi Prakarana. Or another way of disposal also is 
suggested on the strength of another Meemansa instance. In 



3r5T^r>T|i;»T is stated. The doubt is whether 
this is a part of the whole of Homa or is the par^ 

of Prayaja Homa. The Sidhanata is that is the 

Part of Prayaja. For this Prayaja is considered the Sub 
part of Darsha Purnamasa Prakarana- So also even in 
Vishnu Prakarana the Aditi Prakarana might be considered 
its Sub part. Then there will be no conflict. Or on the 
strength of Aditi Shruti even the bigger whole also 
belongs to Aditi and not to Vishnu* 

Now begins the Sidhanta. The ground for the sett¬ 
lement of a disputed question is determined. Decisive 
Linga and Prakarana successfully contradict Shruti and 
Linga of doubtful signiflcance- Raghavendra clearly 
explains the stand of Sidhanta. The eating of all (Sentient 
and insentient) , and the Vaishnava context of 
necessitates Atta or the eater to be Vishnu only. For these 
two oeautralize the Shruti and Linga in their operation* 
Besides in a different Shruti Aditi is known to be Vishnu* 
By limiting the Sense of ra? or all cannot be 

reconciled in Aditi. For in the Sutra is explained as 
Sentient and insentient. If Sense is to be limited 
it is done so after out-right contradiction of the original 
sense* In the case of Pusha there was contradiction and 
hence there was utkarsbana- As for the remedy of suppos¬ 
ition of Subpart, it is possible only when there is 
which is found in the statement while it is 

not found in the present case. 

It is Anally settled that even in the view of derivation 
of Aditi, Shruti herself tells us that the cause of application 



of the word Aditi is *all consumption’ which contradicts the 
conventional sense of Aditi to be the mother of gods. 
Hence Aditi Sbruti, Adititva Linga both refer to Vishnu. 

As for Vishnu’s abstemiousness 3rf*r) it is 

explained; away in the coming Suitra that it refers to the 
denial of consumption of unholy things. As for the Mee- 
mansaka example of Dadhi or curds, Raghavendra explains 
the whole story with reference to context of Darsha Paurna- 
masa, Indra’s Dadhi is derived thus, with this eulogistic 
reference. Dadhi is called dadhi becatise it pleased 
India, deriving the word by explaining its cost- 
ituent parts. 

But formerly Aditi had been used in the sense of Vishnu 
only there was no need of a search for the reason of this 
use- If now Aditi means Vishnu then it is a new usage 
and hence there is no need of repetition of the word Aditi 
nor the presentation of Adititva as reason But here 
though the word Aditi which is not used formerly in Shruti, 
yet it is used in another Shruti and in secluar world Aditi 
is known to mean Vishnu. Hence there is the need of a 
search for reason. Then it is quite proper to know that the 
cause of application of the word Aditi is Adititva which 
means Sarvatritva ‘All consumption’ and that • suits 
Vishnu. As for ‘just as Abhikrarna is classed as sub topic 
so also Aditi is the sub-topic of the maintopic of 
Vishnu’ it is finally stated that on the strength Aditi Shrut* 
also belongs to Aditi topic Hence it is said in 
Nyayavivarana that Linga and Prakarana of settled mean¬ 
ing. Supersedes the claims of Shruti and Linga of doubtful 
meaning So in the first Sutra there is the mention of 



LiDga and in the second there is the context 

or Prakarana (si^r<in51[) Linga being more powerful than 
Prakarana. 

Chandrikakara adds a critical note on the interpre¬ 
tation of Mayavadi. The is 

^rT3ft«r^: fl’cJTiffjft#'??!??* from The words aft^^ 

• 4 % 

and suggest by implication the eater. That 

eater is Jeeva; For the eater is but Brahma is known 

to be As against this, the Sidhanti contends that no 

doubt Brahma is 5^5fit^7T still sr^r is Brahma himself* 
Poi' sttH means destroyer, 

But Shudha Brahman cannot be destroyer. Only one 
affected with tthtt is capable of being a destroyer. But hi® 
or eating is not in the real sense, it is only in the 
secondary sense. If the meaning is secondary then le^ 
there be in the place of So 

that coustitute need not be secondary in meaning. 
Then afl??! is only. So if arfTr is and 

will have to be secondary in sense For cannever be the 
destroyer of all Brahmins and Kshatriyas- 

Now the inconsistencies are exposed. Let Bhoktrita be 
found in the conditioned Brahma just as is accepted 

by you there in. Even non'cating may be found 

in Shudha Brahma as the unchangeableness or 
is found in him So there need be no giving up of the 
primary meaning of and For their eating con¬ 

forms to the nature of Brahma.. 



If the meaning were to be secondary, the must 

be internal and not external, as it is introduced by the 
word afterJI and it need not be left out. Besides this in 
there is no reference to what has been enunciated 
and the reason (^^T^tr’JTTcT) is not directly stated 
as at is done in one Many many more sueh exce¬ 

lling merits in our interpretation, inconsistencies and 
drawbacks in their interpretation are freely brought to 
light. 

GUHADHI KARANAM 
BHASHYA: 

Paramatraa is said to be Sarvatta> all eater The 
two are drinking the essence of the fruit of one’s 
action, living in the world (body)won by meritor¬ 
ious deeds They enter- into the cavity of the 
heart which is under the direct control of vayu- 
Those who know Brahma call them two (Atma 
Antaratma) as the ground for the experience of 
sorrow and joy- These great koowers of Brahman 
have performed Nachiketa Sacrifice thrice ” 

The two are known to be drinking; and who 
are they ? 

SUTRA: 

These two that have entered the cavity of the heart are 
the two forms of Vishnu himself. For there is statement in 
Veda to that effect- 
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BHASHYA: 

Those that have entered the cavity and are 
drinking the essence of action are the two forms 
of Vishnu only. 

For it is stated in Shruti thus- 

*‘Tfae two luminousj arid pervasive entered 
the body made up of elemental fire> water, and 
Anna. And the chief Vayu also entered (the 
cavity) for the service of the two”. 

“Hari alone assuming two forms Antaratma 
entered the cavity of the body; and every day 
drinks the sweet essence (good fruit) of the 
actions” (.Thus it is stated in Brihat Samhita) 

“He drinks the fruit of good action const¬ 
antly and he does not drink the fruit of bad 
action. No where or at no time his (motive of) 
his action is understood. For he is full of 
perfect bliss.” The word f? shows the popularity 
of this fact and it is illustrated by such statements 
as *who knew him to be placed in the cavity of 
the heart* 

3tif 

SUTRA: 

In the. Shruti q; the one that drinks is 

qualified by an adjective signifying ‘one’, so the drinking 
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man is one- Again because that drinking man, has been : 
qualified with the attributes of and he is 

Vishnu only and not Jeeva- 

BHASHYA : 

“He who is the bridge for those who perform 
sacrifice) who is the greatest and imperishable 
Brahma.thus”( 1-3-2) 

“Because his attributes are innumerable, they 
cannot be described distinctly (one by one) one 
word Brahma is used to refer to him, because he 
comprises all attributes* Therefore the word 
Brahma is the attribute of Vishnu only* Because 
his attributes are innumereble, the word Brahma 
connotes none but that Lord." (In Brahma). 

(Others contend that the two that are drink¬ 
ing are Jeeva and God. But this Pada is not 
devoted to the samanvaya of Jeeva* 

In Paingi Shruti it is stated-(The samanvaya of 
Jeeva is not out of place* For Jeeva and Brahma 
are identical) But “Atma is real and Jeeva is real; 
and difference of the two is real- And difference 
is real- Vishnu is not fit to be worshipped by 
those who have taken difference to be unreal. 
This is twice repeated* 

"Atma is the greatest and independent; he 
is full of perfections; While Jeeva is limited 
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in strength; dependent and low in Status- 
Bhallaveya Shruti. you make my speech as true as 
the difference between the Jeeva and Iswara is 
really true”- 

"Just as Iswara and Jeeva are really different 
one from the otherj so also with that truth may 
gods along ^ith Keshora protect me-" 

BHAVADEEPA: 

This discussion is related to Shastra; for in this Adhika- 
rana words reported to refer to other things have been shown 
to have their reference to Vishnu. ‘Panchag 

nayah’ referred to in the Shruti are 1) the five 

fires as stated in Taittareeya are Devayajna, Pitriyajna, 
Bfautayajna, Manushyayajna, and Brahmayajna or 2) as 
stated in Aitarcya they are of five kinds, Agnihotra, Darsha* 
Purnamasa, Cfaalturmasya and Pashu soma or 3) as stated 
in chandogya they are Dyu, Parjanya Pruthivee. Purusha, 
and yoshit should be construed as Predicate to 

And they arc shadow and substance. 

Now to prove that there is scope for doubt it is stated 
that if the experience of the fruit of action and other things 
belong to others than Vishnu, then destruction of all also 
belongs toothers. If on the other hand 
belongs to others as well as Vishnu, then there is overexten* 
si on of the definition of Vishnu. 

For if Jeeva also has full freedom to enjoy the fruit of 
action as Iswara has got then also belongs to 



Jeeva, then th^re is over extension of the definition to 
Jeeva* 

Jeeva is included with Paramatma in the group ot 
those who experience the fruit of action- For it is put 
in the duel fnfcft. You need not expect any contradiction 
of the Shruti that declares the duel number- For duality 
is justified in Vishnu characterised by unity- Panini 
prescribes singular and duel numbers to^one and two 
numbers. So must be two in number. 

Thus we plead accepting your stand that both have 
claim to Really speaking Vishnu who claims 

complete immunity from bondage of Karma cannot claim. 

For how can one who has full control over 
even Karma, be bound 'by it ? 

■ How then both Jeeva and Iswara together form tbe 
group of ? But' that is justified on the ground that 

though one has immunity both may be called accord¬ 
ing to the rule “umbrellabearers go” is said 

in respect of both' umbrella bearers and, non-bearers«’» 
In the same manner both Jeeva qp;4'=li?T and Iswara 
who is not* may be called 

But when you claim immunity for Iswara in respect of 
you forget his right to destroyer of all. 

This objection is not fair- For Iswara can be 
'all destroyer’ even without being 

Still what is the charscleristic essence of both Jeeva 
and Iswara to distinguish one from ths other ? To justify 
his Patritva Jeeva is liable to suffer the consequenses of his 
Karmai. Tbe other cannot be insentient For both must be 
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similar* Nor can we accept them both as Jeeva* For you 
cannot entertain two Jeevas in one body* Because each 
Jeeva* earns his own body by paying the price of it in ihe 
form of his actions. So he alone can enjoy and suffer by' 
residing in that body* So if two jeevas reside in one body, 
there is none to control them when there is a conflict 
bbtWecn the two* This chaos may lead to the destruction 
of the body* We hear that the bodies of Chaidya and 
others was an habitat for two Jeevas. But that was under 
very peculiar circumstances and was for very strong reasons* 
Besides if it were Only one Jeeva there need be no reason 
for the use of dual* So Jeeva alone is and in 

thb case of Iswara it is formal and not real. 

Then begins Sidhanta Raghavendra explains terms 
used* sffftRUr The two forms 

of Vishnu are Attiia and Antaratma Atma is one that 
resides in the body; Antaratma resides in the heart of Jeeva* 

Vishnu in the form of Antaratma though residing in 
the heart of .Teevayet enjoys bliss only through his own 
senses* He never participates in Jeeva’s miseries* This 
is ^bat is meant by not eating with reference to 

Hari* 

Raghavendra justifies grammatically even a small term 
used by Jayateertha* la Teeka he has corroborated the 
statement by quoting Geeta: and in this context be has used 
in plural number* Raghavendra justifies the ph rat 
number by stating that at4flrif?Jrrcr there is mani¬ 

fold meaning. 
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Raghavendra also supplies teason for limiting the sense 
of to only ‘not participating in the miseries of Jeeva**' 

Iq the Sutra 3r€^!n^r5r-^l^^r^<fTrr, a rule has been 
followed of determining the meaning of a sentence on 
the strength of the remaining part of a sentence 
The rule is followd here and in the remaining part of the, 
sentence Hari’s Bhoga or experience (of pleasure and pain) 
is asserted; and hence or ‘not experiencing’ of 

Hari should be interpreted not incontrovention of the 
statement of experiencing* The only way reconciling these 
apparently contradictory statement is to limit the sense of 
not experiencing the painful miseries of Jeeva and allowing 
him to participate in the exhilirating joys of Jeeva which 
is called Rasa born of Karma. 

Raghavendra discusses what is in the remaining part of 
the sentence and offers a variety of interpretations of 
In Rikshakha it is stated that only has a sweet 
PrcTW 'BW fruit of action. He who does not know the 
great Vishnu, is perishable, has no sweet fruit of action* 
This is the meaning of vakyashesha. Not that Vishnu 
does not eat; but he does not eat what jeeva eats only. He 
eats, the sweet, not eaten by Jeeva. Therefore the first 
sentence means that Jeeva does not eat the 

sweet fruit; but he eats the not sweet fruit as sweet fruit- 
This is denied in the case God (3|u«r^). But he eats 
the chosen essence of Joy- (srF^fUfcTT^iT^Tir^rnrr 
sTTcf,?!:)- So God enjoys freely the pleasnsesi and does 
not experience the miseries of Jeeva- So God is both 
uatst and noo'eater* In ease oa\V miseiies 
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dependent pleasures are denied* In another way also 
God’s is described. Jeeva eats to live; while God 
docs not cat to live or he also does not eat gross and 
physical food. ffi^q’OTT^* 

Shruti is Savakasha and hence it is superceded by a 
Linga of exclusive application (Nirvakasha). So Vishnu is 
Pata* The Singular is used in stead of duel of 
Because it is attributed by a word in singular; so it is 
Vishhnu. But in Bhashya it is said that the drinking agent 
is only one (grat) because that is singular qualifies 
gr?rr as an adjective* And again because Brahma used in 
its place is qualified by g^j pata is one. So the word 
Brahma itself exclusively refers to Vishnu and much more 
so, when qualified by Para. 

Raghavendra explains ggg used in Bhashya as fgfg^sg 
distinguished or distinct. Then begins the discussion 
regarding the meaning of Advaiti uses this term to 

support his interpretation that gCcffgg'clV are 
of whom Jeeva alone is a real Pata. His second is 
Advaiti contends that the Adjective supports this 

interpretation* For this phrase means (^rvr) Support for 
Avidya and (srr^g) Light. But the real meaning of this 
phrase ‘is one that causes joy and grief to the wise and 
ignorant.' and not one having wisdom and ignorance. 

' is explained as which ultimately 

g||ns tffgg which is the reason for not assuming 

identity. 
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As both Shroti and Linga are exclusive in application, 
3riT5l*T«iftr and do not affect them. The word 

o o 

cir^ refers only to gfr^f result of good action only and not 
action in general- For very near there is the instance of 
Moreover Smriti corroborates this meaning 

Hrif5T«n srii: 

As for the dispute of Adbikarana arrangement, it is 
fully discussed in chandrika. And critical review of the 
arrangement of words and the formation of wordS; is 
taken up in Tantra deepika and Sutrakarais justified by 
showing the propriety of each word- 

TANTRADEEPIKA : 

In this Adbikarana enjoyment of the fruit of action is 
shown to be the Linga or reason, referring to Vishnu. By 
juxta-postion (iftTUrir) is construed with 

For the Shruti runs And 

the two that drink are They are the two 

forms of Vishnu called 50fTfWr and sfcTrif^rf. And they are 
not as others say, Jeeva and Iswara; Because they are those 
who reside in the cavity of the heart. This is an adjective 
carrying implicitly the reason. Because they are 
therefore are no other than forms of Vishnu. 

is well known to be Brahma, Because there is 
Shruti to that effect- ^r<faT5j)- Really speaking the 

Sutra should have the words But 

is inserted in order to show that the latter is the reason 
for heing the former, is taken to be construed here 
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from the Sutra gone long before. This cftT refers to srttfffjfV 
dual. Atma is derived from an^SflifrT and means, ‘one 
who cats a good thing’ tells us that those who 

drink are the forms of and not Jeeva and Isha. 

Because they are qualified by rr;% 5 fl 5 nsTHT Singular setii, 
and Brahma. 

TATTVAMAHJARI: 

Still Vishnu cannot be consistently called ‘an all 
consumer- For in is the furit of action; the 

drinking of is experiencing the fruit of action- This is 
attributed to Jeeva and Isware who have resided in the 
cavity of the heart. But Iswara is specially declared to be 
abstemious and not eating the fruit. So according to 
Jeeva is considered as eating the fruit in order 
to make meaningful. When this Vishnu’s eating 

is questioned Sutrakara says and the next Sutra 

does so. 

This arfsT^Pt:’!? is epitomised succintly into aitT , 
in Anu-Bhashja. This Atta must be read with 
9 nd Then the meaning of the Sutra is 

that, the all pervasive eater is said to be he has 

resided in the cavity of the heart of all beings and eats the 
fruit of action. This all consumer is one Vishnu only; 
and not Jeeva and Iswara. Because he has been favoured 
by all Lingas- And those marks are residing in the cavity’ 
‘a bridge* (it; ^ 5 :) ‘being an Akshara’ and 
‘Brahma’ and ‘oueness’ or unity shown by 

Singular number- The eater characterised by these mark^ 
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is Vishnu only. For they arc well known marks of Vishnu 
only. 

Though we get Vishnu by importing it from previous 
Sutras, Still is used to show that it is uniformly so in 
all Sbruties. Or in the Shruti % he is in 

troduced by the pronoun that the same Vishnu is intro 
duced here in two forms is shown by ;£t; The unconcerned 
Jeeva need not be considered as one of the two residing 
in the cavity of the heart 

W. is used also to wave the opposition of the Shruti 
which states that Vishnu does not eat- For that Shrut- 
tells that one who eats what Jeeva does not eat is Vishnu 
who is Therefore he is said to be He is 

said to be in order to reject the view that 5^^ 
are Jeeva and Isba* Instead of ajrTRt) 3ir^r is used to show 
that both forms belong to one Hari. 

NYAYAMUKTVALI : 

There is the thought link of this Adhikarana with the 
previous one. Because 3}^-^ meantioned in the previous 
Adhikarana meaning is being thought over 

again here* Or opposition is raised, being based upon 
what has been stated previously. In Kathaka it is heard 
that are The questioin is 

whether are Jeeva and Iswara dr the two specials 

forms of Iswara. There cannot be identity between the 
two; bscause there is the use of dual which is not com¬ 
patible with unity or oneness. Again one free from the 
bondage of Karma cannot be the enjoyer of the fruit of 



Karma* According to the rule of only Jee\a 

and Iswara similar in nature and both being enjoyer ht 
in the expression 

Now on this, Sidhanta view is that are those 

that reside in the cavity of the heart (’l^TS^'ssV)* And 
this attribute is popularly known to belong to Vishnu only* 
Besides it is used with attributes like qualified with 
In other Shrutis it is associated with and SfBiTT* 
Henee they cannot but be the two forms (arrtwr 
of Vishnu. Though he is one with reference to his two 
forms the dual is justified. Hari enjoys the sweet fruit of 
good actions only. Therefore His is justified.. 

And the is equally justified with reference to his 

refusal to eat bitter fruit of bad actions. So 
are the.Special forms of iswara himself* 

PRAKASHA; 

The most important part in the former part of disqitis- 
tion is the thought-link with the previous Adhikarana^ 
Formerly the stem Aditi was shown a kriya Linga namein 
gr?»! or eating for Samanvaya.Here the verbal form is chos^y 
and its termination (in dual number showing 

is chosen for which is found in 

Others things and here shown to refer to Vishnu. 

Now a doubt is raised- Karamaphala bhoktritva is found 
even in the profane world to refer to other things than 
Vishnu* So this does not stand in need of the association 
of a Shruti of dual number. So why this should be called 
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*Kcown as referring to other things ofi the strength of a 
Shruli of termination (dual number) ? = 

Raghavendra pours a shower of reasons for this quest¬ 
ion. 1) Because in this Pada before and after this, reference 
to other things is shown only on the strengb of other 
Shruties* So here also it must be so. 2) Or Before this 
when Sarvatritva was proved to refer to Vishnu Karmaphala 
»bhoktritva was in its midst and naturally it referred to 
Vishnu. So other association was f5und necessary to prove 
its reference to others. 3) Or still no doubt it might be 
known popularly to refer to others, yet to show that to 
add to it there is the association of other Shruti in reference 
to other things. 

No doubt this objection might be cleared by stating 
that formerly the stem meaning and the termination mean¬ 
ing both refer to Vishnu; yet here they may not do so. 
So the Purvapaksha was raised differently and this is a 
counter instance. Still to do so is not wise as will be made 
clear later on. 

Still the objection might be raised in another form. In 
Bbashya it is stated that the all eater is one and the highest* 
And in Teeka it is stated that if that is other then Vishnu* 
then Vishnu is not the all-eater. This objection has already 
been raised on what has been said before. So this referring 
to other things on the strength of Shruti of dual number 
runs counter to Bhashya and Teeka. 

No doubt this objection has some stand. ‘Reference 
to others’ requires some more explanation; for it does not 
flash upon the mind easily. So without leaving the former 
the tatter also is stated for greater enJigbtemment of the 
subjectmatter. So it does not amount to an objection. 



Raghavcndra enters iat® nicer details* A snbller 
objection is raised ‘Reference to others* (srJJnfsrfafe) 
is not based on the Shruti of dual number 
For the termination tells us that the eater cannot be only 
Jeeva. The dual termination shows the eaters to be two’ 
who are Jeeva and Iswara. 

But the objection is not tenable. ‘Reference to others, 
means reference to something other than the one adopted 
by the Sidhauta Paksha. Here the one adopted is VishnU' 
Hence ‘VisTinu with Jeeva’ forms something other than 
the one adopted by the Sidhanta Paksha. Here the one 
adopted is Vishnu. Hence ‘Vishnu with Jeeva’ forms some 
thing other than Vishnu. Therefore the odjection that in 
both Purvapaksha aud Sidhanta Karma Phala Bhoktritvais 
common does not stand. In Sidhanta this does 

not prove that Karmaphala bfaokbritva belongs to Vishnu 
alone* When it is shown to belong to two, naturally it 
belongs to Jeeva and Iswara. 

Here a question arises why the subject of doubt be 
made and not by adopting which you 

will be directly following the Sutra ? or let the topic of 
doubt be only- But it may be objected that it 

being a clear mark of Brahma there would be no scope for 
doubting. On this ground you cannot choose For 

Guhapravistatva also is liable to some disability a.s Jeeva 
also claims residence in tJie cavity of tJie heart* 

But oa the strength of the dual number the prima 
facie view of Jeeva and Iswara may consistently be adopted. 
No doubt this is true, yet in the d is proved 



that the one residing in the mvity of the heart is exclusively 
Vishnu; and (Samanvaya) reference to him, does not 
manifest any extraordinary fualities of Vishnu. If on the 
other hand you are successful in proving Pata (one who 
drinks) to be Vishnu, you know a new quality of sharing the 
attributes of Karmaphalabhoktritva of Jeeva which is really 
unexpected and new, in Vishnu, There by you can clearly 
and directly raise an objection against what has been stated 
before. Besides the prima facie view gets logical strength 
because both the stem meaning and the termination meaning 
find them selves incongrueat with Vishnu. Therefore the 
word Atina is derived (ajr^qJTTfir) to mean ‘drinking’ or 

There are so many pairs of alternatives to represent 
the doubt to usher in the discussion of this Adhikarana as 
or Why particularly this pair of alter¬ 
natives viz. is chosen ? 

The reason is that as one who drinks OT 
one of the alternatives must be Jeeva; and the other alter 
native must be similar to it, and Iswara is the second to him 
as his superior companion. Why not then another soul to be 
a companion with the first soul ? For two souls cannot 
reside in one body as masters of it without conflict and 
trouble* In cases of special exceptions like Shishupala and 
others two souls dwelt in their bodies for extra-ordinary 
reasons. Besides the context being the greatness of 
Brahma it is necessary the reference must be to him even 
as second to Jeeva. As there are no two Gods, two are 
not referred (in Sidhanta) but two forms of him are 
referred to- 
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Raghavendra sets th» Purvapaksba in the form of 
logical argument. If ar*TWF means the absolute denying 
of any kind of enjoyment in Brahma, then the meaning 
of the Stem in is not applicable to Brahma. So on 
account of this contrary meaning of enjoyment in 
cannot have been used here In the primary sense. So fqwcft 
should refer to This is the net result of Purva- 

paksha. 

Here there are two Porvapaksbas-one based on the 
Stem meaning and another based on the termination mean¬ 
ing* The solution offered by 3rctrr»fl is besed on both the 
stem meaning and the termination meaniog. Now this 
is the discussion based on ‘eating’ and hence the first* Now 
the Second Purvapaksba based on the termination-meaning, 
taken up* If the dual number does not suit there is 
.confiict and contradiction and Brahma is reduced to its 
secondary meaning and Jeeva and Iswara consequently 
stand as agents of eating. But if on the other hand the 
dual termination suits Brahma as there is no conflict as 
before is used Primarily in sense; and the agents 

of eating consequently mean the two forms of Brahma, or 
Vishnu. 

But in Purvapaksba as Brahma is immune from the 
bondage of Karma, he cannot consistently be the enjoyer 
0l the fruit of Karma* And Brahma being one cannot be 
construed with the termination meaning of two. 

If in spite of its unity duality is enforced upon it, then 
it runs counter to the statement in Jaimini Sutra where 
^arma bheda is enforced on account of the plurality ol 
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number. In II Adhyaya 2n<l pada, seventh Adhikarana a 
Sutra runs ijar^car (21), which 

refers to a Mantra tpScf^^rSTT^irn^l^ Now the 

question is whether one yaga is enjoined consisting of 
Seventeen offerings or ‘ Seventeen yagas each one consisting 
of one offering. The prima facie view is that Karma is one 
and each offering is to be referred to the one yaga. Thus 
by repetition of the offering the plurali^y-of the number is 
justified. But the final view rejects this interpretation and 
asserts that the (plurality of) number divides the Karma or 
yaga. For only division of Karma facilitates each number to 
refer to the divided Karma. If on the other hand you allow 
one Brahma to be referred to many times by the plurality 
of number, here also the plurality of numbe need not 
necessitate the division of Karma- 

Now this question has already been solved in Ananda 
mayadhikarana that is true; yet in 3r?ftTir, sri'JTuq" and other® 
he is said to be many in number; but Brahma has not been 
mentioned there and in qr gWo qffcq is mentioned 
but different names of one Brahma* They only connote 
different qualities of Brahma and do not serve any thing 
to bring about division in Brahrria. 

Moreover many duals (as in SfFqsjt, 

without self contradiction, should not transform their 
number into singular. For there is contradiction rising 
against the interpretation of Jecva and Iswara to be fqfqV 
A counter instance is produced like where 

is u.sed in plural number; yet it means only singulai; for 
the context is, the house is the subject and the predicate 
is, should be smeared with cow-dung, only as 
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the part of the necessary prereqinsite of Homa or sacrifice* 
For here there is no inportance for the number, number is 
only an attribute of the subject. But in the drinking is 
to be predicated of Brahma, which isnot already known 
of it. Hence the number is important. No doubt 
is the Subject; yet is the Predicate. And this 

duality is exclusive. 

Now in the instance of in order that oneness 

should be construed with if you align it with ^^511 
also being with every the sentence comes 

to an end. So the sentence will be “A house should be 
sniieared with cowdung; and one must be smeared,” Thus 
there is disunity in the sentence. If on the other hand 
oneness is aligned with and also being 

then each belongs to house; and that is one. 

Thus this again leads to disunity in the sentence. Therefore 
onen^s cannot be attributed to Graha; yet oneness is in¬ 
herently found in ekeh house. So it cati be repeated. But 
duality is not found in Briihma inherently. Hence it ennot 
be be repeated. 

There is one Mantra for offering Havi for Agni 
in Darsba Paurna Masika viz Then there 

is another Mantra in Saury a ' yaga which is 

in need of a Pratipadika for syntactical fulfilment 
There is an extended rule that (3n»^?TWq;?rW: what¬ 

ever is followed in Agneya, should be followed in Saurya. 
In Agneya mantra apii^ fqqqrf*!, Agni in, the dative is 
used. So by the rule of extension in Saurya Mantra 
ifta the word alone is guessed* In the 
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sam^ monner in the place of merely the termination' 

is guessed to exist* But for such a guessing a rule 
extended is necessary which is conspicously 

absent in this instance* For it is quoted here only* There 
is no previous this instance. For it is quoted here only* 
There is no previous reference. Hence on account of 
its duality cannot refer to Brahma. 

Again in Samanvayadhikarana, the and others 
were decided to be names of yagas. Then being a 

conventional (^s) word> even one in singular 

may stand, as in the case of in the place Of 
in plural* But here the word- being used derivatively (tft*r) 
cannot change its number* 

On this a doubt is raised* In the 9th Adhyaya in the 
2nd Pada, in the last Adhikarana, there is stated 
and this Samidh is either prescribed for a deity and for the 
purification of Samidh yagas are there near by 

only to help. This is the double horned doubt. But the 
truth is that in order to bring about it is 

thought that it is prescribed only for purification* If that 
is so there ought to have been -dative to show that Samidh 
is meant for a deity as in Then we 

must suppose that Accusitive is used in the place of dative. 
But to avoid all this lengthy process we accept the second 
alternative that yagas are prescribed to help. And the 
Samidhs there are used as the names of yagas consecrated 
to deities and those names are repeated by the deities them 
selves* Repetition or formal use does not amount 
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to a defect or draw back. For instance the, word 
which conventionally refers to a particular bird, means the 
name of a yaga on account of its resemblance, by a 
secondary reference And the word Samidh which 

conventionally refers to a group of deities, by secondary 
reference to some deity on account of the Mantra associated 
with it or to some yaga. In the references there is no 
convention at alb 

Yet in Paurnamasyadhikarana there is a Phalavakya 
where is used in dual number which is 

suppored to stand in the place of an indiclioable. And 
on the strength of this it is declared to be name of al| 
yagas mentioned in that context. In the same manner 
may refer to one Brahma, 

But as said before there is no occasion for the use 
of dual number in the context of Brahma» Besides 
does not agree with Brahma who cannot be the Support of 
Nescience as Jeeva is* Therefare here are Jeeva and 
Iswara; and not Brahma aloae* This is Purva Paksha. 

NowShidhanta begins* On the Strength of theexelusivc 
marks of Lovd Vishnu we rhust some how adjust the 

meanings of of Prakriti and Pratyaya in to suit 

Vishnu* On this principle the reasons adduced in the 

Sutra are marshalled for reviews in one Verse—»r^t^5Tr^, 

f*T»T?r^ |1 These are the reasons why are the 

two forms of Vishnu only; aad not Jeeva* One of the 
reasons, that go aganist this statement is ^ ) 
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that the other or God is not at all eating. This deniaj 
of eating is limited to ‘bad things’ ( ); while be 

enjoys ‘good things’. While does not agree with 

Jeevai For Jeeva is not For he eats fruits of 

also while this epithet nicely agrees with God. 

Again duality in the reference to Brahma is no* •' 

a square peg in a round hole. This incongruity due to 
dual number is tackled in four ways 1) The case stands 
thus number two signified by the dual number, does not 
agree with the unity of Brahman. Accordingly the stem- 
word in fir^ viz fq 5 r^ should be made to mean, by 
secondary (^ert) method of interpretation, group consi¬ 
sting of eaters and non-eaters by the rule 
But this is not consistent with the convention of interpret 
atioD. For in order to keep in tact the meaning of terminat¬ 
ion which is subordinate you have damaged by using- 
Lakshana, the meaning of the stem word which is 

predominent in word formation. On the other hand let us 
keep the meaning of the stem word th viz Enjoyer 
or eater in tact: because it is predominent and to suit that 
the sense of the termination which is after all subordinate. 
This is one way of tackling the problem. The instance 
quoted is qqr ‘ arf^fcri <Tf5n^ ’ with reference 

to one pasha, the plural (qi^R) is used so also with 
reference to one Brahma dual may be rightly used. 

Again in the 9tfa Adhyaya and the third Pada there is 
a Mantra- The question is settled that 

should be used only in the Singular even where two or 
many are meant. So in all contexts the singular should be 



dSfeiii'as aiir'dt^itefeeiits should be similar. So there wh^f6 
there is no *oDe’ yet singular is Used. So also here in 
Brahma though there is no dtiality yet the dual number is 
used- Similarly with reference to the beast of Sacrifice in 
Agni; shomeaya only one rope is meant and yet arF^rcTr’iiww 
plural is used* in that very reference. Otherwise in ihe 
context of groups of beasts having many ropes you shall 
have to pull off the Mantra Bui that is not desir¬ 

able. For the termination is subordinate to the stem word- 
And in order to get maoifoldness’ from the meaning of the 
termination, You shall have to drag the meaning orihe 
stem word. Bdt this is not a right cjurse. And some how 
ytou try to get manifoldoess out of unity or oneness. So also 
here let Brahma Be construed with duality joining so ne 
thing to Brahman to make two-Therefore it is not jusi to 
pull off the mantra by twitting the meaning of Pratipadika 
for the sake of number which is an unimportant thing 
iiefore it. 

Therefore here also with reference to Brahman though 
due dual may be used^ for it can be counted, as two, with 
something else. But a sound objection is raised that the 
illustrated and the illustration are so widely different ili t 
fhh illustration cahhot enfighten the meaning of \he 
fflUstfatted oh the slrehgih of similarily. There in the 
iilu^'tiiition the meaning of termination is molested fearing 
thiit ^he meiahing of the Stem-word wiil be liable to be 
affected by pulling it off. But here iSwara is the eater (as 
stated beford)‘Und Jeeva is pereitved by every one of us to 
be'the eater- ‘Now' refers to both Jeeva and Ishwafa 

th^meahiug df'ti^e ^tem word is taken to be Jeev a 
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and Iswara and both the meanings are chiefly used- Then 
one cannot be subordinate to another. 

But means the enjoyers of joq’ or 

and jeeva cannot be one who enjoys g®?! only, for be 
suffers from afsrn or TT? also- So in respect of Jeeva 
the meaning is or secondary and hence both the 

meanings are not similar* Hence the objection does not 
stand. 

Then again in the 3rd Adhyaya and 3rd Pada, in the 
14th Adhikarana two masters areintrodu* 

ceJ But in another context 

according to the number of the termination, the meaning 
of the word.stem (stfffW) is set at naught. 

There is some difference between the two Mantras, 
The Rik is a Pratipad Rik which 

must be quoted at the beginning of every prayer-Mantra. 
Though this point is made clear in the Sutra, yet here it is 
made clear so that one need not be under the impression 
that the meaning of termination necessitates of 

STTRiTr,^* or stem word, > 

For two masters two Pratipad should be recited. Now. 
the question is whether these two Pratipads should be 
racited in Jyotistoma which has only one master assigned 
to it. Or they are to be pulled off* into such as 
having two or many masters. But it is a rule that one can 
omit a part of daily routine ritual due. to one’s inability 
(Of performance). So when one niastc? is not able to per 
form Jyotistoma, he should take rgepnrseto 
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tWs direction and the verb has the 

subordinate sense of oneness of the doer or agent forming a 
part of the kritu or sacrifice* Still you give it up and 
attach the srf^'TcT Ric m to Jyotistoma it 

self So you need not make any ‘pull off’. 

This is only prime facie view. Really speaking the 
rule of inability refers to subordinate yet necessary topics 
and the oneness belonging to the master is not a necessary 
topic as time and others. Hence it cannot be given up and so 
it cannot be attached to the stem meaning- It should be 
pulled off to kulayaheena having two or mmy ma.'^ters. Yon 
cannot have the sense of ‘two masters* from the stem word 
and hence you shall have to pull it off from else wherej and 
on account of no nteaning of the terminatian there is no 
pulling off. For the use of the termination is justified for 
giying us the sense of object 

Now the whole argument melts down to this that 
Brahman along with some one else should form two- But 
in this context of Brahman no one else is meanfioned, to 
joiii to Brahma so that they can be two. Then let some 
one from the other context be joined to Brnhman* -Even , 
in cases of Veda sneb extraordinary courses are taken when 
confronted with difficulties as explained above- Really 
speaking Shruti does not intend to convey duality; For 
consistently oneness is imphasised by the previous and 
coming portions of the text* 

But as stated in Teeka “those two reside; s in the 
cavity are the duality belongs to the predicate 

as an adjective. Hence duality is meant by the Shruti. 
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Blit mere mention is not the criterean of the existence pf 
dwitva. It must be meant hy the author* Here it js not 
meant because there is a contrary adjective of ascertamra 
meaning, For in fwith teferenUti tb 

Brahma is used in Singular* Hence duality is not meant. 

In f fgqorl the duality does not refer to 

number but we know it refers to difference between the 
two on account of the dislinguishing qualities mentioned in 

srfitqiEF^rg' (between the t\vo 
birds-soul and god.) As a general rule, number shows 
diff-rence; but as an exception it shows number one or one 
ness, which is settled by Guha-Prvesh and Brihmatva to 
belong to Brahman. Then this very oneness is again 
confirmed later on by 

The cause of exception is that there is confirmation of. 
oneness in the 5th Adhyaya and 3rd, Pada* It is said 
There is an enjoinment- qq>i??rsfqT3riq 
Number is. mentioned and does that number 

•o 

refer to each offering or to the collected number ? 

Here different numbers are assigned to srqtar (11) and 
(16) And it is possibe each one is not accompahieH 
with the number* Hence each one is assigned that number. 
But it is not possible that either one or five can be eleven. 
So to establish the syntactical connection with the number, 
Prayajas in secondary sense mean Prayogas or practica} 
performances* The number is not enjoined so as to be 
related with the entity of Prayaja; but it is enjoined so as 
to be related with the Prayoga^ of it. So the recondary 
reference is Pfayoga related with the number. Therefore 



the five Prayagas multi pitied by two and including the one 
amounts to eleven* 

Thus it is not possible to contradict the sense of 
;^he,stem word in order/ to; fdllow the meaning jof the 
^^rmination. On the other, hand: on the strength , of th- 
sepse of the sitem word,: the sense of the termination should 
he adjusted, gaining the association of some dr declaring its 
upintentiohal state There are two solutiops 

pp$sible<i 

Now a possible doubt is raised* In order to make two 
there is nothing to add to one. Besides Brahma’s; esse lit e 
dpes not tolerate duality and hence the duality cannot even 
be repeated. But oneness of Brahma is associated with 
his duality and hence its use is intentional f^sr^Ti; and 
unity and duality may be predicated of the same subject- 
When such a thing is proved to exist no amount of object¬ 
ion can sever:their proved association- Many such instances 
where, both are found compatible in one object are 
instanced* 

Oneness and twoness may be found compatible in 
one thing; but how to explain their compatibility even 
though they are opposites ? Already it is stated that it can 
be explained on the virtue of vishesha* Another e.xplaina 
tion with illustration is given here. 

In and r^Er is the beast; to be 

offered to irEr:ifrt, (one) or two iRSTifcT;, The, word 
meaps the master pf ihe beast and two deities 

.Some say that duality : and Singularity in one object i^ 
not-.correct and just. 1 herefoIe there is no guess work* 
But others contend that wheri both the meanings are 
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agreeing it is not unjust statement, and guessing must be 
done. 

One meaning of is two deities Agoishomeayau* 
As both of them are deities, from the point of being a deity 
they are one* For the state of covers both the deities 
together. But the duality of the deities is explained by 
the fact that they both occupy seats in t^fo places^ Thus 
oneness and Twoness both coherently adjust themselves in 
So also here in Brahma by his nature be is one; 
but looking to his two forms he is two. These two state¬ 
ments though one Mantra differers from each other as they 
occur in different branches of Veda. 

- Raghavendra offers a clear analysis of the whole affair. 
The word refers to both the 

master of the Sacrifice and the deity of the scrifice viz 
And the one having the dual number refers to 
the deity; and the one having Singular number refers to 
the master. The the Sentence qtir arr^iWl^T means 

‘the two offred the Pasha to Mcdha Pati when the sentence 
refers to the master. When it refers to the two gods the 
sentence will be b'erqi^ipiTt sriifrraHT. This second 
sentence is just to satisfy the enquiry-fqrqiq sn^rr^Tirir. For 
the Pashu is really offered to the gods and not to the Master* 
His beast is offered to gods* Therefore it is a stmestats 
of gods. in singular referes to gods be 

cause godhead in this respect is in two gods together. So 
both form a unity in respect of godhead. Duality is used 
with reference to the two deities separately. Such 



a position is accepted in the system of Adwaita, Brahma is 
essentially one; yet Brahman of the nature of Knowledge is 
different from Brahman of the nature of bliss. In the 
same way in the System of Meemansa in both 

Singular and dual are consistently found together; So also 
in Brahman. 

There are two statements in the illustration of 
one referring to and the other referring to l^cTr. 

But here in the case of Brahman there is only one statement 
yet there are direct evidences in Shruti and Smriti regarding 
the multifarions forms of Vishnu. So there Vishnu has 
two forms and hence the dual number is used. 

Brahma is said to be. not many; hence he is said 
to be indivisable. If so we cannot account for his. being 
container and contained. But even though Brahma is 
indivible yet he is manifold and so be can be bjth contairer 
and contained- 

As this question of imnifoldness in Brahman hag 
already been thrashed out why again repetition here is a 
moot point and is discussed here in all iis different shades* 
In also manifoldncss of Brahma is established 

on the strengh of manifold forms in Brahma. But here in 
Brahma is said to be free from bondage of Karma 
and yet he is said to be Bhokta and on that point he is said 
to be Bhokta and on that point he is said lobe many- 
Contradiction of one being many on the Virtue of number 
is the reason of a higher type of the Purvapaksha. While his 
original reason is the incongruity of one and the sarr.e. 
thing being the container and the cotained. Wlitle in 
Sidhanta the higher ground is used in dur-l m m- 



ber, and Hence his two forms, of 3n?^n and 
arc meant. He. is an^irr and is one who accepts 

what is acceptable and thus he is the enjoyerof good 
things only. This is the original ground of Sidhantai 
Hence there is,no question of repetition. 

There is scope again for a doubt* For in 11 Adhyaya 
and HI Pada in the ^cWfrf >r??rT Adhikarana, a 

doubt is entertained whether it is atomic in-size or all perva¬ 
sive. “oiTT stiff 3tR»TT5T! This Shruti is bound 

by plural number and hence cannot refer to Iswara; so,it 
must refer to Jeevas* On the strength of this Shruti the 
Jeeva is thought to be all pervasive* But this doubt and 
its clearing are both mantiooed in sflw: 
sptTlJf And a jeeva it is clear cannot both be all pervasive 
and atomic. Hence there is repetition* But there is dilfcrencc 
between both the Statements. In snisriffarif’TTtft 
there is no mark mentioned of Brahma and because there 
is manifoldness Jeeva finds scope. Tnen there is inconsist¬ 
ency of pervasinencss and atomic nature in one and the 
same thing. Then we find, that there is a previous state¬ 
ment 9 strfiTT in which we find a clear mark of 

Brahma. The 3t:^q is a Shruti showing the use of 
dual number- So this dual number is no objection now 
and when there is repetition justified by context it does 
not amount to a fault; Then does no\ 

run counter to Brahma statement. For it ia not a support o 
Nescience, ^tJTtt'ft is explained as ‘Brahma (Vishnu) gives 
joy to the good people like Shadow and like the sun (3n?r7) 
gives painful uneasiness to the bad people. So these special 



forms are called Ai , arttibute pf causing joy and 

grief though inconsistant in the same Brahman, yet with 
reference to different persona is not objectionable No 
doubt this is not the primary meaning of the two words 
and even in the Advaiti’s interpretation th® 
meaning of Knowldge and nescience is equally not primary. 
Therefore as there is no unfavourable objection and as 
there is favourable expression like are the 

two special forms of Iswara. 

Some object to the words used in the Sutra. The word 
whose reference to Vishnu is to be established iS 

Then luust have been directly used 

and not through. qr.TSlf^r^. But there is some definite 
gain in talcing to this indirect course of reference. Had there 
been only in the Sutra then there would have been 

no reason mentioned for this reference or Samauvaya. No 
doubt even by the use of in the Sutra, the two 

reasons of the Purvapakshee viz and duality would 

have been mentioned; But the reasons ofSidhanta are 
more inportant and they are mentioned in the Sutra 
(iJITUfWEsV) 

So long every Sulra after bas the benefit 

of the repetition of aw which is being bodily construed with 

. f ^ 

the words of the Sutra, as in (in aTlfTt^rqt- 

and in the coming Sutras also as in afaT: cr5^?r|r- 
Accordingly here also the construction would have been 
•Tgfafq^cry a5ir^. Yet as the predicative noun is 

used, to explain the use of dual number in Shruii, by 
reminding that and 3Ter^t?HT are the two forms 



referred to by the use of tie dual. By implication 
Shruti also is explained by 'the use ofafTciTi; For by 
derivation arrcJTr means enjoys only 

that which is good. 

Now about the order of the words in the Sutra. It 
follows the order in the topical sentences which are 
first and then u: No doubt the 

Second ought to be first because it is the stfrf which supplies 
the reason; yet it is a part of the second Statement and not 
of the Vishayavakya. Hence the present order is followed. 

Some of the interpretations of others are critically 
reviewed' Some interpret the two to be Jeeva and Iswara. 
On the strength of the two adjectives used viz 
in preference to Jeeva and Bud hi But become 

aptly significant when applied to Jeeva and Budhi in the 
sense of sentient. Though really mean ‘ darkness 

and light” yet they can be some how brought to mean 
insentient and sentient. Again what is lost when sft* and 
gffS' are perferrcd and what is gained when we choose 
and Iswara ? Even in this interpretation the stem word in 
drinking) and the meaning of termination 
duality find place in Jeeva and Budhi. If the first 
allfcrnative is accepted (Jeeva and Iswara) wfe do not find 
‘drinking’, even super-imposed, in Iswara. Hence the 
meaning < f the stem word is not to be found Because Jeeva 
and Iswara are accepted to be identical even termination 
meaning of duality is not to be found in this alternative. 

In the same manner in the alternative of Budhi and 
Jeeva ‘Residing in the cavity’ is applicable. While in the 



case of Jeeva and Iswarai Iswara being all pervasive cannot 
reside in small p]ace> hence ‘residing in the cavity' is not 
applicable to Iswara. Mere similarity counts little in such 
respects. Besides similarity is not warranted by Shruti* Really 
speaking even similarity can be established between 
Budhi and Jeeva from the point of view of dependence- In 
the same manner in this Purvapaksha of Budhi and Jeeva 
one insentient and another sentient, they may be called 
In the alternative of Jeeva and Iswara both being 
identical there is no similarity in the primary sense. Thus 
there is Triple benefit. 

Now the other interprater in his Sidfaanta of Jeeva 
and Iswara an alternative admits all these three and 
bsides he will be able to establish Samanvaya of 
in Iswara. So he pleads propriety in his alternative* 

But in both the alternatives of Budhi and Brahma the 
meaning of drinking is secondary and not primary. So 
what real difference is there between the two alternatives ? 
Why ? In one Budhi and Jeeva are mentioned; and in 
another Jeeva and Iswara are mentiond; this is the 
difference. 

But the condition of the interpreter is precariou® 
because in his system as in my system ‘the resident in the 
cavity’ does not contribute a resaon. 1 he real reason is 
similarity pointed by the meaning of the stem-word 
Therefore in Sutra must have been used for the s ike 

of brevity, easy understanding and to show that Nomenative 
g case cannot be discarded- 

But the all pervasive Brahma cannot reside in a small 
cavity This constitutes a reason why Budhi and Jeeva 
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should be accepted in prefaceace to Brahma- To this the 
interpreter says that at the end of Jeeva is said 

to be the master of chariot or the goer 

and paramatman(^fe®®ff: is the place to be reached 

Therefore they alone are 

This contention is not fair. For there it is stated that 
Bndhi is the charioteer ^TRf«Tr^fe) and that is its 

attribute (f^^irg'JTldJ The two and 'sftST) are the 

And not and as he conteOds. Though 
fqsfcft refers to Brahman secondarily and not primarily yet 
it has also reference to Jeeva Might be ! But you have 
restricted the reference to Brahman only in the Adhyaya in 
by denying such referoce to anything else. 
Henee this your interpretation becomes disconneqted 
with the previous portion of the Adhyaya: So the Paksha 
,of Jeeva and Iswara is not fair. 

Another interpretation is taken up for review. They 
form the Adhikarana with four Sutras beginning from 
ST^rr^Tr'^’tTQ'T ? Raghavendra gives the argument of the 
Adhikarana 

In this quotation we have and mentioned 

which suggest one ar^r or eater. Now whether this ar^r 
is Jeeva or Paramatma is the doubt- Now this Atta is one 
who is ready to enjoy the fruit of his own action Only 
Jeeva is liable to have the fruit of his actions and henc 
Atta is Jeeva only. But Atta is not an ordinary consumere 
He is the consumer of all implied by the mention o^ 
Brahma and Kshatra. He is thus all troyer This is 
applicable only to Brhina Besides formerly it is stated 
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thiat witbout his grk^a, he is unubderstandable. The same 
is here referred to (who Knows him} So this is 

Brahma Prakarana and hence Atta is Brahma, 

But a strong objection is raised against this conclusion• 
Later In we hear of one who ennjoys the fruit 

of his actions* Therefore these two must be either Budhi 

andJeevaor Prana and Jeeva« Brahma being free from 
the bondage of karma cannot be taken here- Again Linga 

is more powerful than Prakarana and is the Linga 

and it sets at naught the weak Prakarana <viz Mahantam) 
Of Brahma. Because it is far away. As for the present 
Statement is not set at naught; because it is 

near. Therefore are Jeeva and Iswara. This is 

the Sidhanta. 

But this Shidhanta of others has already been refuted 

by stating that this interpretation is not in conformity 
with the textual sentence selected for interpre* 
tation Now that the argument of Adhikarana 

sought by others is not consistent and coherent is to be 

shown"', So first how they argue out grouping of the four 
Sutras into one Adhikarana is presented for critical review. 

Shruti Prakashikakara contends that Sutras 1) 

2) 3) 4) form one 

Adhikarana. Because they arc not.interrupted by any other 

Adhikarana or.Pada. And they are ^yntacticahy connected, 
one being depiehdent on the other, and treating the Subjects 

of a sentence belonging to the same context. No doubt 
they separate textual sentences for interpretation- Thil 
does not constitute a reason for separate Adhikarana To 
make the point more clear, the first two Sutras and 
STg»rW?r their Vishaya Vakya. And Sutras 

(qtt and faRrq’Wr^r) have as their Vishaya 

vakya. But these two sentence* belong to the same context 
and they are interdependent; and syntactically related. 



Their interdependence as depicted, 

by Shruti Prakashikakara runs thus; If according to 
Purvapaksba the sentence refers to Badhi and 

Jeeva then does not refer to Brahma at all Then as 
suggested by it cannot belong to the context 

of Brahma. Then the sentence and others, immediately 
preceding the sentence severs its connection of context 
with which has come in between and' connects itself 
with in context, refers to one who enjoys the fruit of 
his own action as and hence refers to Jeeva* If on the 
other hand according to Sidhanta ^cT refers to and 
Brahma then it refers to Brahma So the context belongs 
to Brahma the sentence ntFtT also propounds <TrartO be 
and this is the of Brahma. Hence refers to 

Brahma. Thus what is stated in the first two Sutras, is 
dependent on what is stated in the latter two Sutras. 

This argument is not fair- According to our interpre- 
ation the first two Sutras are based on the Brahadaran* 
yaka statement, while the latter two treat the sentence 
. as from kathaka, so the topic chosen does not come from 
one context* 

As for the interdependence by 
which forms the ground for one Adhikarna, that too is 
not sound. What was said to be on the strength 

of aod on its strength was said to be 

of was proved to be false by But this is 

is not reasonable. For is not between these two state¬ 
ments, Had it been so the which has Brahma as 

referent would have coutradicted the reference to Brahma 
of those that are referring to Brahma* But occurs 
just after a^q* So how can contradict the reference to 
Brahma of ipfir. 
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tt was so long argued that in the Sutra 
both Brahma and Kshatriya suggest the inclusion of 
all movable and immovable; and these are said to be the 

accompaniments of main food of death. All this clearly 
shows that africf is figurative and clearly means ‘destroyer 
of air Hence Atta is said to be only Vishnu* Now in the 
argument what Mrityu accepts as need not be 

under the control of Mrityu. Hence Brahma Kshatra 

and others are not proved to be eatables. Making most of 
this fact upasecbana is taken in some secondary or subord* 

inate sense* Then forfeiting the import that the upasachana 
is not under the control of Mrityu, it is accepted in a 
specialised sense ‘Besides being eatable it causes eating 
by others’. Thus it becomes ‘fit to be eaten’* Then Sutra is 
interpreted so as to mean ‘giving up of the common quality. 

Even this interpretation of Ramanujeeyas is not 
ac*.»ptable. For there is repetition. In the number 

of the sacrificial priests sixteeu which is the common number 
of such priests is abaudoned* And special number according 
to the view of Bhasyakara is four only viz 

sFaiq and 

While according to the opinion of Vartikakara only three, 
leaving out Subramhanya, are accepted as In the 

same manner In Leaving out the common 

meaning of Sacrifice for 3ifT»f|tsr, a special meaning of 
having Suryadeva for the daily sarifice is accepted. This 
has been already stated in the 7th Adhikarana. So there 
is no necessity of repealing it here. 

This takes into account all others that follow Rama- 
naja and declare them to be automatically condemned* 

It is stated in Teeka that if this belongs to 

others only (than Vishnu) then Vishnu cannot be 
or all desisayer’. If that belongs to others as well (as to 
Vishnu) then Lakshana or definitation is oyer extended to 
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others, (thandfikakara is going to refute objectighs jaise^,. 
on this* Ragliavendra supplies the objections* 1 ) teekakara 
has shown of the Laksbana>(Absence of JLaksbaua in. 

Lakshya or thing defined>But there is no because it.ii 
already accepted that ‘All destroyerhood’ is the defuitiDn, 
and only a part of that belongs to others; hfence this' isn'bti 
an instance of 8T€W- ydm cannot' Say that a part of it canhdt^ 
be made of it and so the wholeofS arvattritva can not belong 
to it‘For even in your Sidhanta mVishnm there is ho evii eal^ 
ihg(^3fi^?t).So there cahhdt be 2) This very 'alternative 
belongs to others ohiy) is i'mpoSsible. -For 
in Purvapaksha it is accepted that belongs'bdth 

to JeeVa ahd ' Iswa ra, Bdsi dcs, The second alternati ve' (that 
it belohjgs to others as well) also is hbt 'there because, jilie 
Phrvap'afcara has 'iidt agreed that' i ^ bdldh'gs to 

Iswara. Ybu'negdmOf use 5tfq-''(aTfh?tjff<r) dr ^as -well’ With 
propriety* ^ 3)''Though a part goes to ottieics exclusively yet 
the whole of is hot over ex tended’* 

; HGha'ndHkafcara thee ts all iheSe objectidfa s, Th? 1 refuta^ 
tion begins thus: The definition C'dihiiSts'of 
which is actually eiiStihg- Though evil eating rs hot cothpa- 
fible in firahtha yet idh''isWOthrag thore''<hM 

«r''of' hating Of go&d'' tiiihgs ' 'fs in ‘hiih• 
possible Only When we hccapt ifeeva ahd K#afd ' a'hd Tsiv^fh; 
hs ehtefs ofwHom.feeyajs pfimariiy the eatef.' ahd ^ Is'wafa 
secondarily* If on the other hapd -bothjeeva and Iswara 
are accepted primarity as eaters, then .Jeeva, also eats good 
things, and hence he has a/cjaim to.,- be jtSfwr^ind sO i 'there 
i,s the^over extension.Ql thC idefinition^ So ; here the view 
that both are eaterSi primarily must' be considered as;?.the' 
views of Purvapafcsha* ■ ; 

• bB 'th^ ''AbiiiKigR^HkM ■' ■' 




Sigrkifficianee 

oC 

tHe F*iofu.*»e on tHe 
OF act Ice t 

Ragliavendra offers a harmonious 
interpretation of the Brahma Sulras which 
is Symbolically represented by a Veena 
being played on by his deft fingers But 
he does not claim any Originality ia the 
composition of the Spiritual music. It is 
at the inspiration of Badarayana-Vedavyasa 
and his favourite disciple Shri Madhva) 
both of whom are represented as being in 
different worlds and yet interested in his 
inferpentional music. His five glosses 
that are Summarised here, are Bhavadeepa, 
Nyamuktavalii Tantradeepika, Tattva 
manjari, and Prakasha, which are Spmbo- 
licaly represented by his glowing heart, 
pearly necklace, a burning lamp a garland 
of Tulsi leaves, and the Spiritual light 
litting his face. Thus the picture is real and 
yet Symbolic and highly Significant with 
esoteric meaning- 
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